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OPINIONS  OF  GENERAL  INTEREST  REGARDING  QUESTIONS 
ARISING  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

57.   NOTICE   TO   MANUFACTURERS   OF   NAPHTHALENE   NEST  EGGS. 

It  has  come  to  the  notice  of  the  Insecticide  and  Fungicide  Board  that  certain 
manufacturers  are  placing  on  the  market  nest  eggs  composed  of  naphthalene, 
which  are  sold  under  such  names  as  "  Lice  Exterminating  Nest  Eggs,"  "  Lice 
Killing  Nest  Eggs,"  "  Medicated  Nest  Eggs,"  etc.,  and  the  claim  is  either  made 
or  implied  on  the  label  or  in  advertising  literature  that  these  eggs,  when  used 
as  nest  eggs,  will  be  effective  in  killing  or  repelling  the  lice  and  mites  that  infest 
the  poultry  using  nests  in  which  such  eggs  are  placed.  The  entomologists  of 
the  board  have  thoroughy  tested  nest  eggs  of  the  above-mentioned  type  and 
have  found  that  they  are  not  effective  remedies  against  the  lice  and  mites 
infesting  poultry,  and  that  they  are  very  injurious  to  the  fowls.  In  no  case. did 
these  eggs  appreciably  reduce  the  number  of  lice  on  the  fowls,  and  the  nest 
boxes  in  which  they  were  used  not  only  remained  badly  infested  with  mites, 
but  frequently  many  mites  were  observed  crawling  on  the  naphthalene  eggs. 

The  board  is  of  the  opinion  that  such  nest  eggs,  composed  of  naphthalene, 
should  not  be  sold  under  any  claim  which  directly  states  or  implies  that 
such  nest  eggs,  when  placed  in  nests  used  by  laying  or  sitting  hens,  are  an 
effective  remedy  against  chicken  lice  or  mites. 

If  nest  eggs  of  the  above-described  type,  which  come  within  the  purview  of 
the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  are  sold  under  a  label  indicating  that  they  are 
effective  against  chicken  lice  or  mites  when  used  as  nest  eggs,  they  are  mis- 
branded  under  the  provisions  of  the  act,  and  the  shipper  is  subject  to  prosecu- 
tion under  section  2  of  the  act,  while  the  shipment  is  subject  to  seizure  under 
section  10  of  the  act. 


1  Free  distribution  will  be  limited  to  firms,  establishments,  and  journals  especially  con- 
cerned. Others  desiring  copies  may  obtain  them  from  the  Superintendent  of  Documents, 
Government  Printing  Office,  Washington,  D.  C,  at  5'  cents  each. 
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[Approved  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  Washington,  D.  C,  September  30,  1921.] 

NOTICES  OF  JUDGMENT  UNDER  THE  INSECTICIDE  ACT  OF  1910. 

['Given  pursuant  to  section  4  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910.] 

651.  Misbranding  of  "  Hammond's  Grape  Dust."  U.  S.  •  •  *  v.  Benja- 
min Hammond  (Hammond's  Paint  &  Sing;  Shot  Works).  Plea 
of  grailty.    Fine  $25.    (I.  &  F.  No.  979.    Dom.  No.  14300.) 

On  January  29,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Benjamin  Hammond,  doing  business  under  the  style  and  firm  name  of  Ham- 
mond's Paint  &  Slug  Shot  Works,  at  Beacon,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by 
said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  March 
19, 1918,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  New  Jersey  of  a  quantity 
of  "  Hammond's  Grape  Dust,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  other  than 
free  sulphur,  copper  sulphate,  and  nicotine,  which  inert  ingredients  or  sub- 
stances do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or 
fungi,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  said 
inert  ingredients  or  substances  so  present  in  the  article  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the 
cartons  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts 
of  the  inert  ingredients  or  substances  so  present  in  the  article,  were  the  names 
and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article  having 
insecticidal  or  fungicidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said 
inert  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cartons  containing  the  article. 
Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  certain  statements  re- 
garding the  article,  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the 
cartons  containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "Hammond's  Grape  Dust  *  *  * 
Kills  mildews  on  flowers  or  fruits,  roses,  chrysanthemums,  violets,  grapes, 
gooseberries,  etc.  Grape  Dust  is  a  readily  diffusible,  light-weight  powder 
fungicide  efficient  in  destroying  mildews  and  in  preventing  blights ;  also  for 
destroying  the  aphis  and  black  fly.  *  '*  *  For  use  on  vegetables,  roses  and 
grapes.  *  *  *  For  use  on  Vegetables  *  *  *  against  mildew  on  the 
cucumber  *  *  *  onion  smut  *  *  *  rust  or  mildew  on  parsley,  musk- 
melons,  or  other  plants.  *  *  *  The  Grape  Dust  is  sudden  death  to  mildew 
in  greenhouses  *  *  *  We  use  your  Grape  Dust  with  practical  success  in 
keeping  down  mildews,  rusts  and  other  blighting  influences  on  our  plants," 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that 
the  statements  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  by  dust- 
ing or  sprinkling,  would  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  mildew  on  flowering 
plants,  fruit  trees,  and  bushes,  growing  vegetables,  rosebushes,  chrysanthemum 
plants,  violet  plants,  grapevines,  and  gooseberry  bushes,  and  would  be  efficient 
in  preventing  all  kinds  of  blight  on  flowering  plants,  fruit  trees  and  bushes, 
and  on  growing  vegetables,  rosebushes,  and  grapevines,  and  would  be  efficient 
in  destroying  the  aphis  and  black  fly  on  flowering  plants,  fruit  trees  and 
bushes,  growing  vegetables,  rosebushes  and  grapevines,  and  would  be  effective 


Insecticide  36.]  SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS,  837 

against  mildew  on  cucumber  vines,  smut  on  onion  plants,  all  kinds  of  rust  and 
mildew  on  parsley  plants,  muskmelon  vines,  and  all  other  vegetable  plants, 
and  all  kinds  of  mildews  on  plants  in  greenhouses,  and  would  be  practically 
successful  in  keeping  down  all  kinds  of  mildews  and  rusts  and  all  other  blight- 
ing influences  on  all  kinds  of  plants,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  would 
not ;  and  for  the  further  reason  that  the  above  quoted  statements  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article  could  be  applied  and  used  on  all  kinds  of  fruit  trees  in  the 
treatment  for  mildews  by  dusting  or  sprinkling  without  causing  injury  to  such 
fruit  trees,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article,  when  used  and  applied 
by  dusting  or  sprinkling  on  the  peach  tree  in  the  treatment  for  mildews,  would 
cause  injury  to  the  tender  foliage  thereof. 

On  February  23,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

652.  Misbranding  of  « Red  Wing  Powder."    U.  S.     *     *     *     v.  Botanical 
MannfactnringT  Co.,  a  corporation.     Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  $50. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  947.    Dom.  No.  15377.) 

On  December  20,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Botanical  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation,  having  a  place  of  business  at 
Philadelphia,  Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecti- 
cide Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  November  21, 1919,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania 
into  the  State  of  Georgia,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Red  Wing  Powder,"  which  was  m 
misbranded  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate  within  the 
meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  clay,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stance does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the 
name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  or  ingredient  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each 
or  any  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  name  and  the 
percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  so  present  in  the  article,  were 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredi- 
ent so  present  in  the  article  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or 
any  label  affixed  to  the  packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  in  substance  for  the  further  reason  that  certain  statements  regarding 
the  article,  to  wit,  "  Blow  powder  in  cracks  of  floor  or  wall,  under  sink  or  carpet, 
in  closet,  or  any  place  where  insects  bother  you.  Blow  powder  on  flowers  or 
plants  that  are  being  damaged  by  insects,"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the 
labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed 
thereby,  would  be  effective  against  all  insects  that  frequent  or  infest  households 
and  human  habitations  and  would  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  insects  that 
attack  or  damage  flowers  or  plants,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the 
said  statements,  would  not  be  effective  against  all  insects  that  infest  or  frequent 
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households  or  human  habitations  and  would  not  be  effective  aganst  all  kinds  of 
insects  that  attack  or  damage  flowers  or  plants. 

On  January  3,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Actmg  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

653.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Dixie  Brand  "  Dry  Powdered 
Arsenate  of  Calcium.  U.  S.  *  *  .  *  v.  The  Glidden  Co.,  a  cor- 
poration. Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $50.  (I.  &  F.  No.  949.  Dom.  No. 
15773.) 

On  April  11,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Glidden  Company,  a  corporation,  having  a  place  of  business  at  Reading, 
Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of 
1910,  on  or  about  May  27,  1920,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State 
of  Georgia,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Dixie  Brand  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium 
containing  other  calcium  compounds,"  contained  in  165,  more  or  less,  drums, 
which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  information  for 
the  reason  that  certain  statements,  to  wit,  "  Active  Ingredients  Calcium  Arse- 
nate not  less  than  71%.  Inert  ingredients  not  more  than  29%.  Total  arsenic 
as  metallic  not  less  than  27.3%.  Arsenic  oxide  As205  not  less  than  42.0%,"  borne 
and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  drums  containing  the  article, 
purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  were 
such  that  it  contained  and  consisted  of  active  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  sub- 
stances having  insecticidal  properties,  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  71  per 
centum,  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  71  per  centum,  inert 
ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  not  greater  than  29  per  centum,  arsenic,  equiva- 
lent to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  27.3  per 
centum,  and  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  42  per  centum  of  the 
article,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  pro- 
fessed standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that  it  consisted  of  and 
contained  active  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  having  insecticidal  prop- 
erties, in  a  proportion  less  than  71  per  centum,  calcium  arsenate,  a  substance 
having  insecticidal  properties,  in  a  proportion  less  than  71  per  centum,  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  29  per  centum,  arsenic,  equivalent  to 
and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic  and  having  insecticidal  properties,  in  a  pro- 
portion less  than  27.3  per  centum,  and  arsenic  oxide,  having  insecticidal  proper- 
ties, in  a  proportion  less  than  42  per  centum  of  the  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted 
statements,  borne  and  printed  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  drums  containing 
the  article,  wore  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser 
in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  and  consisted  of  active 
ingredients,  that  is  to  sny,  substances  having  insecticidal  properties,  in  a 
proportion  not  less  than  71  per  centum  of  the  article,  calcium  arsenate  in  a 
proportion  not  less  than  71  per  centum  of  the  article,  inert  Ingredients,  that 
is  to  say,  substances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in 
a  proportion  not  greater  than  29  per  centum  of  said  article,  arsenic,  equivalent 
to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  27.3  per 
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centum  of  the  article,  and  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  not  less  than  42  per 
centum  of  the  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained 
and  consisted  of  active  ingredients  in  a  proportion  less  than  71  per  centum 
thereof,  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  less  than  71  per  centum  thereof,  inert 
ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  29  per  centum  thereof,  arsenic,  equiva- 
lent to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  less  than  27.3  per 
centum  thereof,  and  arsenic  oxide  in  a  proportion  less  than  42  per  centum  of 
the  said  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the 
article  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of 
the  said  arsenic  so  contained  in  the  said  article  was  not  stated  correctly,  ex- 
pressed as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to 
each  or  any  of  the  drums  containing  the  article. 

On  April  11,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

654.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Thy-Cresol  The  *  Cold  Water 
Dip.'  "  U.  S.  *  *  *  The  Henry  B.  Gilpin  Co.,  a  corporation. 
Plea  of  nolo  contendere.  Fine  $25  and  costs.  (I.  &  F.  No.  951. 
Dom.  No.  15978.) 

At  the  March,  1921,  term  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  within 
and  for  the  District  of  Maryland,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  aforesaid  an  information  against  The  Henry  B.  Gilpin  Company,  a 
corporation,  Baltimore,  Md.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation 
of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  July  1,  1920,  from  the  State  of 
Maryland  into  the  State  of  New  Jersey,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Thy-Cresol  The 
'  Cold  Water  Dip '  *  '  *  *  Parkin,  Ness  &  Co.,  manufacturers,  Darlington, 
England,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungi- 
cide within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  regarding  said  article,  to  wit,  "  This  preparation  contains 
not  over  14%  water  (inert),"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed 
to  each  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the 
standard  and  quality  of  said  article  were  such  that  it  consisted  and  was  com- 
posed of  an  inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  ingredient  does 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects  or  fungi,  in  a  proportion  of 
not  more  than  14  per  centum  thereof,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  said 
article  fell  below  the  aforesaid  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which 
it  was  sold  in  that  the  article  consisted  and  was  composed  of  an  inert  ingredient, 
to  wit,  water,  in  a  proportion  much  greater  than  14  per  centum  of  said  article. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  aforesaid  was 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  said 
statement  represented  that  the  article  consisted  and  was  composed  of  an 
inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  in  a  proportion  not  more  than  14  per  centum 
of  said  article,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  consisted  and  was 
composed  of  an  inert  ingredient,  to  wit,  water,  in  a  proportion  much  greater 
than  14  per  centum  of  said  article. 

On  March  31,  1921,  a  plea  of  nolo  contendere  to  the  information  was  entered 
on  behalf  of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25  and 

costs-  E.  D.  Ball, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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653.  Misbranding  of  "  Max  Geisler's  Lice  Powder."  U.  S.  •  *  *  v.  Max 
Geisler.  Plea  of  sruilty.  Fine  $2.  (I.  &  F.  No.  052.  Dom.  No. 
14598.) 

On  February  1,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Nebraska, 
acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Max  Geisler, 
Omaha,  Nebr.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in  violation  of  the  In- 
secticide Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  March  11,  1919,  from  the  State  of  Nebraska 
into  the  State  of  Oregon,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Max  Geisler's  Lice  Powder,"  which 
was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  said  article  consisted  completely  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  powdered 
stems  of  the  pyrethrum  plant,  which  said  inert  substance  does  not  and  did 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  and  mitigate  insects,  and  the  name  and  percentage 
amount  of  the  said  inert  substance  and  ingredient  so  present  in  the  article 
were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed 
to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged 
for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements  regarding  said  article,  to  wit.  "  Max 
Geisler's  Lice  Powder.  For  all  kinds  of  birds.  *  *  *  Directions.  Blow 
the  powder  well  under  the  feathers  of  the  bird,  especially  thick  around  the 
neck  and  below  the  wings,"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to 
each  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and 
by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as 
-to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  said  statements  represented  that 
the  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed 
thereby,  would  be  an  effective  remedy  against  lice  on  all  kinds  of  birds,  whereas, 
in  fact  and  truth,  the  said  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and 
manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  be  an  effective  remedy 
against  lice  on  all  kinds  of  birds. 

On  March  31,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $2. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

656.  Adulteration     and     misbranding:     of     "  Smith     Arsenate     of  Lead." 

U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  The  Glidden  Company,  a  eorporation.  Plea  of 
guilty.    Fine  $50.     (I.  &  F.  No.  977.    Dom.  No.  15429.) 

On  April  11,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District  of 
Pennsylvania,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
The  Glidden  Company,  a  corporation,  having  a  place  of  business  at  Reading, 
Pa.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  for  and  on  behalf  and  as  agent  for 
H.  J.  Smith,  Utica,  N.  Y.,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about 
February  11, 1920,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  District  of  Columbia, 
of  a  quantity  of  arsenate  of  lead  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded  within 
the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  information  for 
the  reason  that  certain  statements  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "Active 
Ingredients — Arsenate  of  lead  (not  less  than)  98.0%,  Inert  ingredients  (not 
more  than)  2.00%,  Smith  Arsenate  of  Lead  *  *  *  Directions  for  Use 
*  *  *  Peach,  cherry,  plum  and  other  stone  fruits — Use  from  I  to  1  lb.  of 
Smith  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  lead  to  50  gallons  of  water.  Three  to  four 
lbs.  of  lime  slacked  to  a  creamy  paste  may  be  added  if  desired  to  each  50  gal- 
lons of  spray  material,"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each 


Insecticide  36.]  SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS. 


841 


of  the  cartons  containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it  contained  arsenate  of  lead  in  a 
proportion  of  not  less  than  98  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say, 
substances  or  ingredients  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  2  per  centum,  that  the  said  article  was  arsenate 
of  lead,  and  that  it  was  intended  for  use  upon  peach,  cherry,  plum,  and  other 
stone-bearing  fruit  trees  without  the  addition  of  lime  to  the  spraying  mixture, 
in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by 
the  said  statement,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below 
the  professed  standard  and  quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that  it  con- 
tained arsenate  of  lead  in  a  proportion  less  than  98  per  centum,  and  inert 
ingredients  in  a  greater  proportion  more  than  2  per  centum,  and  whereas 
arsenate  of  calcium  and  other  substances  had  been  substituted  in  part  for 
arsenate  of  lead,  and  the  said  article,  when  prepared  and  used  upon  and  applied 
to  peach,  cherry,  plum,  and  other  stone-bearing  fruit  trees  without  the  addition 
of  lime  to  the  spraying  mixture,  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  cause  injury  to  the 
foliage  of  said  fruit  trees. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted 
statements,  together  with  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Total  Arsenic  (as  metallic) 
(not  less  than)  20.2%,  Arsenic  Oxide  (As205)  (not  less  than)  31.0%,  Arsenic 
in  Water  Soluble  Form  (as  metallic)  (not  more  than)  one-half  of  one  per  cent," 
borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the 
article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser 
in  that  they  purported,  professed,  and  represented  that  the  article  was  arsenate 
of  lead,  that  it  contained  arsenate  of  lead  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  98 
per  centum  and  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  or  ingredients  that 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more 
than  2  per  centum,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  (as 
metallic)  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  one-half  of  one  per  centum,  and 
that  the  said  article,  when  prepared,  used,  and  applied  in  the  method  and  man- 
ner and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  and 
without  the  addition  of  lime  to  the  spraying  mixture,  might  be  so  used  and 
applied  on  peach,  cherry,  plum,  and  other  stone-bearing  fruit  trees  without 
♦  causing  injury  to  the  foliage  thereof ;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article 
was  not  arsenate  of  lead,  but  was  a  mixture  of  arsenate  of  lead  and  substances 
other  than  arsenate  of  lead,  to  wit,  arsenate  of  calcium  and  other  substances, 
the  said  article  contained  arsenate  of  lead  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  98  per 
centum,  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  more  than  2  per  centum,  and  arsenic 
in  water-soluble  form  (as  metallic)  in  a  proportion  of  more  than  one-half  of 
one  per  centum,  and  the  said  article  when  prepared,  used,  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  said 
statements,  and  without  the  addition  of  lime  to  the  spraying  mixture,  could 
not  be  so  used  and  applied  on  peach,  cherry,  plum,  and  other  stone-bearing 
fruit  trees  without  causing  injury  to  the  foliage  thereof.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  inert  sub- 
stances, to  wit,  substances  other  than  lead  arsenate  and  calcium  arsenate, 
which  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  do  not  prevent  destroy,  repel,  or 
mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each 
or  any  of  the  cartons  aforesaid,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage 
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amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients,  were 
the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  inert  substances  or 
ingredients  so  present  in  said  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any 
label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cartons  containing  the  article. 

On  April  11,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

657.  Adulteration    and    misbranding    of    "  Gi-shurst    Coniponnd."     U.  S. 

*  *  *  v.  William  A.  Maltus  and  Heber  J.  Ware  (Maltus  & 
Ware).  Pleas  of  guilty.  Fine  $10.  (I.  &  P.  No.  982.  Dom.  No. 
14675.) 

On  March  24,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a_ report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
William  A.  Maltus  and  Heber  J.  Ware,  trading  as  Maltus  ft  Ware,  New  York, 
N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendants,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide 
Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  June  14,  1919,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the 
State  of  Massachusetts,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Gishurst  Compound,"  manufactured 
in  Great  Britian  by  Price's  Patent  Candle  Company,  which  was  an  adulterated 
and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  the  statement  regarding  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Sulphur  9%  ",  borne  and 
printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  cartons  containing  the  said  article, 
purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  article  were 
such  that  it  contained  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of  9  per  centum,  whereas  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  professed  standard  and 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  contained 
sulphur  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  9  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  to  wit.  "  Sulphur 
9%  (which  is  wholly  soluble),"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  afore- 
said, was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statement  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser 
in  that  it  represented  that  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  the  proportion  of 
9  per  centum  and  that  the  said  sulphur  was  wholly  soluble,  whereas,  in  fact  « 
and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  9  per 
centum,  and  the  said  sulphur  contained  in  the  article  was  not  wholly  soluble. 
Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  contents  of  each  of 
the  said  cartons  were  separated  into  8  divisions,  and  each  of  the  cartons  bore 
and  had  printed  on  the  inside  thereof  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Each  division 
approximately  indicates  2  oz.,"  which  statement  operated  to  state  that  the 
contents  of  each  of  the  cartons  were,  in  terms  of  weight.  1G  ounces  of  the  article, 
whereas  the  contents  of  each  of  the  said  cartons  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  the  outside  of  each  or  any  of  the  cartons  in  that, 
in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  contents  of  each  of  the  cartons  were,  in  terms  of 
weight,  less  than  16  ounces  of  the  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the 
further  reason  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit, 
water  and  sodium  sulphate,  which  inert  substances  or  ingredients  do  not  pre- 
vent, destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so 
present  in  the  said  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any 
label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  cartons,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the 
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names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  of  the  inert  substances  or  ingredients 
so  present  in  the  article,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total 
percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article, 
stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  the 
cartons  aforesaid. 

On  March  30,  1921,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

658.  Misbrandings  of  "  Mosquitone."  U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  McKesson  &  Rob- 
bins,  Inc.,  a  corporation.  Pleas  of  gnilty.  Fines  $2  and  $1,  re- 
spectively.    (I.  &  F.  Nos.  990,  991.    Dom.  Nos.  15343,  15351.) 

At  the  April,  1921,  term  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States,  within 
and  for  the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for 
said  district,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  aforesaid  two  informations  against  McKesson  &  Robbins,  Inc., 
a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  viola- 
tion of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  May  2,  and  July  16,  1919,  from 
the  State  of  New  York  into  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the  State  of  New 
Hampshire,  respectively,  of  quantities  of  "  Mosquitone,"  which  was  a  mis- 
branded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  involved  in  both  consignments  was  alleged  in  the 
information  for  the  reason  that  it  consisted  partially  of  inert  substances  or  in- 
gredients, to  wit,  water,  alcohol,  and  soap,  which  inert  substances  or  ingredients 
do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percent- 
age amounts  of  each  and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients 
so  present  in  said  article  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or 
any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article 
or  cartons  containing  said  bottles,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage 
amounts  of  the  said  inert  substances  or  ingredients  present  in  the  said  article, 
were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  thereof 
having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients  present  in  said  article,  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on 
each  or  any  label  borne  on  or  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  said  bottles  or 
cartons. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  with  respect  to  the  product  involved  in  the  con- 
signment of  May  2,  1919,  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statement  regarding 
the  article,  to  wit,  "  Rubbed  lightly  but  thoroughly  over  the  face,  neck,  hands, 
and  ankles  Mosquitone  will  be  found  *  *  *  a  positive  protection  against 
insect  bites,"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the 
bottles  containing  the  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statement  the  said  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mis- 
lead the  purchaser  in  that  said  statement  represented  that  the  article,  when 
used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  thereby,  would  be  a 
positive  protection  against  bites  of  all  insects,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth, 
the  said  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed 
by  the  said  statement,  would  not  be  a  positive  protection  against  bites  of  all 
insects. 

An  April  6,  1921,  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information  were  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  fines  of  $2  and  $1,  respec- 
tively. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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659.  Adulteration    and   misbranding   of   Paris    screen.      U.    S.     *     *      *  v. 

Bristol-Myers    Co.,    a    corporation.      Plea    of    gnilty.      Fine  «2. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  1004.    Dom.  No.  15364.) 

At  the  April  (1921)  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the  Southern 
District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  district,  acting  upon 
a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  an  information  in  said  district 
court  against  the  Bristol-Myers  Company,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y., 
alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910, 
on  or  about  December  10,  1919,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of 
Florida,  of  a  quantity  ot  Paris  green  which  was  adulterated  and  misbranded 
within  the  mean  of  said  Act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
a  substance  other  than  Paris  green,  to  wit,  sand,  had  been  mixed  and  packed 
therewith  so  as  to  reduce,  lower,  and  injuriously  affect  the  quality  and  strength 
of  the  said  Paris  green. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  reason  that  certain  words  re- 
garding the  article,  to  wit,  "  Paris  Green,"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the 
labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  words  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded 
so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the 
said  article  were  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredi- 
ents contained  in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris 
green,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  sub- 
stances and  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  were  not  the  quantities  and 
proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  sold  and 
recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green,  but  the  said  article  did  contain  a 
excess  of  acid  insoluble  mineral  material,  to  wit,  sand  and  dirt. 

On  April  20,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $2. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

660.  Misbranding   of  Standard   Lice   Killer.     U.   S.     *     *     *     v.  Standard 

Chemical  Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation.  Plea  of 
guilty.     Fine  $5.     (I.  &  F.  Nos.  822,  840.    Dom.  Nos.  14068,  14075.) 

On  October  21,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Nebraska, 
acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District  Court 
of  the  United  States  for  said  district  informations  against  the  Standard  Chemi- 
cal Manufacturing  Company,  a  corporation,  Omaha,  Nebr.,  alleging  shipment 
by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  Janu- 
ary 8,  and  June  10,  1918,  respectively,  from  the  State  of  Nebraska  into  the  State 
of  Missouri,  of  quantities  of  "Standard  Lice  Killer"  which  was  a  misbranded 
insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  informations  for 
the  reason  that  certain  statements  regarding  the  article  and  the  ingredients  and 
substances  contained  therein,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the 
cans  containing  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Standard  Lice  Killer  *  *  *  Direc- 
tions *  *  *  Sprinkle  it  in  the  troughs  and  swill  barrels  to  destroy  all 
disease  germs.  *  *  *  For  destroying  vermin  on  poultry  *  *  *  Evapo- 
rates when  used  and  forms  a  gas  which  is  destructive  to  insect  life.  *  *  * 
The  proper  use  of  Standard  Lice  Killer  will  keep  them  free  from  vermin. 
Directions.  Lice  on  Fowls — Give  the  roosts  a  liberal  painting  with  Standard 
Lice  Killer  before  the  fowls  go  to  roost.    Cover  as  much  surface  as  possible 
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with  it  to  aid  evaporation,  as  it  is  the  gas  from  it  that  is  effective  in  destroying 
the  lice.  Spray  inside  of  poultry  house.  *  *  *  Special  Instructions.  Shake 
the  can  before  using.  Standard  Lice  Killer  can  be  diluted  with  kerosene  or 
soap  and  water  emulsion  for  disinfecting  or  spraying  to  destroy  mites,  but 
should  be  used  full  strength  in  cases  where  the  gas  from  evaporation  is  de- 
pended upon  to  destroy  vermin.  *  *  *  For  destroying  vermin  on  *  *  * 
all  domestic  animals.  Evaporated  when  used  and  forms  a  gas  which  is  destruc- 
tive to  insect  life.  *  *  *  Lice  on  animals — Spray  or  sprinkle  the  pens,  floors 
and  sleeping  places  once  a  week  with  Standard  Lice  Killer.  Paint  the  rubbing 
places  in  the  hog  lot  with  it.  *  *  *  Apply  to  horses,  cattle,  calves,  etc.,  by 
sprinkling  it  on  a  blanket  and  putting  the  blanket  over  the  animal.  Standard 
Lice  Killer  should  not  be  applied  direct  to  the  skin  as  it  might  remove  the  hair. 
*  *  *  Apply  to  fruit  trees  by  means  of  pieces  of  cloth  hung  among  the 
branches  and  remoistened  every  few  days,"  were  false  and  misleading  in  that 
the  said  statements  represented  that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and 
manner  as  directed  thereby,  would  be  effective  against  all  disease  germs  in  the 
troughs  and  swill  barrels  used  for  feed  for  swine,  would  destroy  and  would  be 
effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  lice  on  poultry  and  all  kinds  of 
vermin  on  poultry,  would  destroy  and  would  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of 
vermin  which  infest  domestic  animals,  and  would  be  effective  against  all  lice 
which  infest  fruit  trees,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  would  not. 

On  May  7,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informations  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $5. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

661.  Misbranding1  of  Sanitary  Floor  Dressing-.  U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  Chemo 
Company.  Plea  of  gnilty.  Fine  $50.  (I.  &  P.  No.  875.  Dom.  No. 
14916.) 

On  January  26,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Chemo  Company,  a  corporation,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  com- 
pany, in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  April  18, 1919,  from 
thet  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Tennessee,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Sanitary 
Floor  Dressing  "  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the 
said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  information  for 
the  reason  that  certain  statements  borne  and  printed  on  the  label  affixed  to  the 
half -barrel  containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Protects  Health  *  *  *  Sanitary 
Floor  Dressing  absolutely  prevents  dust,  destroys  germs,  and  keeps  atmosphere 
in  a  pure  healthful  condition.  As  a  health  protector  Sanitary  Floor  Dressing  is 
unequaled.  *  *  *  Throat  troubles,  infantile  paralysis,  typhoid  fever,  diph- 
theria, pneumonia,  scarlet  fever,  meningitis  and  numerous  other  contagious  dis- 
eases are  spread  by  dust,  which  is  done  away  with  entirely  by  using  Sanitary 
Floor  Dressing  *  *  *.  Directions — Have  the  floor  thoroughly  clean  and  dry. 
Apply  with  a  soft  cloth  or  clean  mop.  Be  sure  to  apply  a  very  thin  coat.  Night 
is  a  good  time  to  oil  floors  as  it  gives  them  a  chance  to  dry  before  morning.  Be 
sure  to  wipe  off  all  surplus  oil.  This  is  important.  One  application  will  last 
for  months,  during  which  time  the  floor  should  be  cleaned  frequently  by  sweep- 
ing or  dusting  with  a  damp  cloth  and  retouched  in  worn  spots,"  were  false  and 
misleading,  and  by  reason  of  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented 
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that  the  article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  pro- 
tect the  health,  would  destroy  germs,  would  keep  the  atmosphere  in  a  pure 
and  healthful  condition,  and  would  by  preventing,  allaying,  and  abating  dust, 
prevent  the  spread  of  diseases  of  the  throat,  infantile  paralysis,  typhoid  fever, 
diphtheria,  pneumonia,  scarlet  fever,  meningitis,  and  numerous  other  contagious 
diseases,  which  are  sometimes  communicated  and  spread  in,  through,  and  by 
means  of  dust,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  would  not.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted  wholly  of  inert  sub- 
stances or  ingredients,  to  wit,  substances  or  ingredients  which  did  not  and  do 
not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  pathogenic  and  putrefac- 
tive bacteria,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  one 
of  the  said  substances  or  ingredients  so  present  in  the  article  were  not  stated 
plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  half-barrel  containing 
the  said  article. 

On  April  26,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $50. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

662.  Misbranding:  of  Donnohue's  Eucalyptus  Drip  Fluids.  U.  S.  *  *  • 
v.  National  Sanitary  Company,  a  corporation.  Plea  of  guilty. 
Fine  $20  and  costs.     (I.  &  F.  No.  888.    Dom.  No.  14950.) 

At  the  October,  1920,  term  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  within 
and  for  the  Western  District  of  Kansas,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said 
district,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  Dis- 
trict Court  aforesaid  an  information  against  the  National  Sanitary  Company,  a 
corporation,  Sedalia,  Mo.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  June  20,  1919,  from  the  State  of  Missouri 
into  the  State  of  Illinois,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Donnohue's  Eucalyptus  Drip  Fluids," 
which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  information  for  the 
reason  that  certain  statements  regarding  the  article,  appearing  on  the  label 
affixed  to  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "  Donnohue's  Eucalyptus 
Drip  Fluids  *  *  *  For  use  in  disinfecting  appliances  and  machines  around 
closets  and  toilet  rooms,"  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  and  operated  to  state  that  the 
article,  when  used  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed,  would  be  a  dis- 
infectant around  closets  and  toilet  rooms,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  it  would 
not.  Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted 
partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  mineral  oil,  which  inert  substance  and 
ingredient  did  not  and  does  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  that 
is  to  say,  putrefactive  and  pathogenic  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  the  percent- 
age amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  the  can  containing  the  article,  nor,  in 
lieu  of  the  name  and  percentage  amount  of  the  said  inert  ingredient,  were  the 
name  and  the  percentage  amount  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  article 
having  fungicidal  properties  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or 
any  label  affixed  to  the  can  containing  the  said  article. 

On  October  18,  1920,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  be- 
half of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and  costs. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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663.  Misbranding:  of  "  No-Fli."    U.  S.     *     *     *     v.  C.  D.  Smith  Drug  Co.,  a 

corporation  (Premium  Chemical  Co.).    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine  $20 

and  costs.    (I.  &  F.  No.  941.    Dom.  No.  15023.) 

At  the  March,  1921,  term  of  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  within 
and  for  the  Western  District  of  Missouri,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  said 
district,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  aforesaid  an  information  against  C.  D.  Smith  Drug  Company,  a 
corporation,  trading  as  the  Premium  Chemical  Company,  St.  Joseph,  Mo.,  alleg- 
ing shipment  by  said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  July  8,  1919,  from  the  State  of  Missouri  into  the  State  of  Kansas,  of  a 
quantity  of  "  No-Fli,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 'within 
the  meaning  of  said  Act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
the  statement  regarding  the  article,  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels 
affixed  to  the  outside  of  each  of  the  cans  containing  the  said  article,  to  wit, 
"  Net  Contents  Half  Gallon,"  represented  that  the  contents  of  the  said  cans 
were  in  terms  of  measure  one-half  gallon  of  the  article,  whereas  the  contents 
of  each  of  the  said  cans  were  not  stated  correctly  on  the  outside  of  the  said 
cans  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  contents  of  the  said  cans  were  in  terms 
of  measure  less  than  one-half  gallon  of  the  articles.  Misbranding  was  alleged 
in  substance  for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements  borne  and  printed  on 
each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  the  said  cans,  to  wit,  "  No-Fli  *  *  *  it  is  per- 
fectly harmless  and  is  a  disinfectant."  "  No-Fli.  Directions  for  use.  *  *  * 
For  poultry  to  prevent  head  lice  *  *  *  Spray  inside  of  coop,  copiously  on 
roosts  and  dropping  boards,"  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the 
said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  and  professed  that  the  article  was 
effective  as  a  disinfectant,  that  is  to  say,  that  it  would  destroy  pathogenic  and 
putrefactive  bacteria  and  that  the  said  article  when  used  and  applied  in  the 
method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  statements  would  prevent  head 
lice  on  poultry,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  was  not  effective  as  a 
disinfectant  and  would  not  destroy  pathogenic  or  putrefactive  bacteria,  and 
when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  by  the  said  state- 
ments it  would  not  prevent  head  lice  on  poultry. 

On  March  7,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $20  and  costs. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

664.  Adulteration   and   misbranding   of  "  Milton."    U.    S.     *     *     *     v.  72 

bottles  of  "  Milton."  Default  decree  of  condemnation,  for- 
feiture, and  destruction.     (I.  &  P.  No.  958.    S.  No.  90.) 

On  November  15,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  District  of  Con- 
necticut, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  of  72  bottles  of  "Milton."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that 
the  article  was  contained  in  bottles,  that  it  had  been  shipped  on  or  about 
August  24,  1920,  by  Alex.  D.  Shaw  &  Company,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  from  the  State 
of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Connecticut,  that  having  been  so  transported  it 
remained  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Waterbury,  Conn.,  and 
that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statement  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  bottles, 
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to  wit,  "  Sodium  Hypochlorite  2.3%,"  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  of  the  said  .article  were  such  that  it  contained  sodium  hypochlorite 
In  the  proportion  of  2.3  per  centum,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  .the 
article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained 
sodium  hypochlorite  in  a  proportion  much  less  than  2.3  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  reason  that  the  statement  borne 
and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  bottles  containing  the 
article,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Hypochlorite  2.3%,"  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  de- 
ceive and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  the  said  statement  represented  that  the 
article  contained  sodium  hypochlorite  in  the  proportion  of  2.3%  per  centum, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  contained  sodium  hypochlorite  in  a 
proportion  much  less  than  2.3  per  centum.  Misbranding  was  alleged  in  sub- 
stance for  the  further  reason  that  certain  statements  regarding  the  article, 
borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  and  contained  in  each  of  the  printed 
booklets  affixed  to  each  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  to  wit,  (Labels) 
"  For  Drinking  Water  4  Drops  in  1  Quart.  For  Mouthwash,  Gargle,  etc.  $ 
Teaspoon  in  1  Tumbler.  For  Dentifice  and  False  Teeth  *  Teaspoonful  in  1 
Tumbler.  *'  '*  ''.'*  For  Air  Cleansing  1  Tablespoon  in  1  Tumbler.  *  *  * 
For  Fly  Deposit,  1  Tablespoon  in  1  Tumbler.  For  Body  Vermin  Full  Strength. 
For  Bed  Bugs  Equal  Parts  or  Full  Strength.  *  *  *  For  Bad  Smells  2 
Tablespoons  in  1  Pint.  (Booklets)  *  *  *  "Milton  has  none  of  the  cor- 
rosive or  caustic  properties  of  acids  or  alkalies,' but  it  embodies  in  a  safe  and 
stable  form  one  of  the  most  active  and  useful  agents  known  to  science.  It  is 
manufactured  under  the  supervision  of  a  staff  of  well-known  chemists  and 
bacteriologists.  *  *  *  An  even  more  surprising  feature  of  this  valuable 
product  is  that,  although  it  is  one  of  the  most  efficient  and  active  deodorizers 
known  to  science,  although  it  will  destroy  many  kinds  of  vermin,  and  is  a 
powerful  disinfecting  and  antiseptic  agent  for  the  destruction  of  bacteria  and 
the  germ  of  disease,  yet  it  is  entirely  harmless  to  mankind,    *    *  * 

"1.  As  a  gargle:  Milton  when  used  as  a  gargle  will  effectively  destroy  the 
disease  germs  present  in  the  saliva  and  other  fluids  of  the  throat    *    *  * 

"  Use  Milton  as  a  gargle,  *  to  1  teaspoonful  of  Milton  to  a  tumbler  of  tepid 
water.    *    *  * 

"  2.  As  a  Nasal  Douche  or  Spray  :  *  *  *  Use  *  to  1  teaspoonful  of  Milton 
in  a  glass  of  slightly  tepid  or  warm  water,    *    *  * 

"  Note — The  conscientious  use  of  Milton  as  a  nasal  spray  and  gargle  after 
exposure  to  contagion  such  as  frequently  occurs  in  crowded,  poorly  ventilated 
cars,  theatres,  etc.,  is  an  excellent  precautionary  measure  and  one  which  should 
not  be  neglected. 

"3.  As  a  Mouthwash  and  Dentifrice:  *  *  *  It  is  an  excellent  cleanser, 
removing  and  disinfecting  minute  deposits  of  food  and  other  decaying  material 
which  cannot  be  reached  by  the  toothbrush.  It  will  clean  pus  pockets,  *  *  * 
A  weak  solution  of  Mill  on  (about  I  teaspoonful  to  a  tumbler  of  cold  or  tepid 
water,  not  hot)  should  be  used  at  least  twice*daily. 

"  .">.  D  sinfecting  toothbrushes:  *  *  *  Milton  does  not  injure  the  bristles, 
but  it  kills  the  germs  they  always  contain.  After  cleaning  the  teeth  with  a 
solution  of  Milton  ,<s»v  No.  3.)  soak  the  brush  for  10  minutes,  or  longer,  in  a 
glass  of  cold  water  bo  which  a  teaspoonful  of  Milton  has  been  added. 

"7.  Application  to  Quits,  Wounds  and  Abrasions;  Milton  should  be  used  im- 
mediately upon  ;ill  CUtS,  VFOUnds,  or  abrasions.  Ir  will  cleanse  and  disinfect  the 
wound,  prevent  dan::*  ions  infections  and  help  nature  heal.  In  ordinary  cases 
use  1  teaspoonful  Milton  to  a  tumbler  of  cold  or  tepid  water.  Wash 
freely.    *    *  * 
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"  9.  Insect  Bites  and  Stings :  The  exceptional  soothing  qualities  of  Milton 
will  be  noted  at  once.  Apply  Milton  full  strength.  For  babies,  use  Milton  in 
the  proportion  of  1  teaspoonful  of  Milton  to  1  tablespoonful  of  tepid  water. 
Apply  to  the  parts  affected,  allowing  the  fluid  to  dry  upon  the  skin.  Repeat 
the  application  as  often  as  desired.  If  the  skin  is  broken  through  scratching, 
Milton  will  soothe  and  greatly  aid  in  healing,  although  it  may  smart  the  wound 
slightly. 

"  11.  Hands — Disinfecting:  A  solution  of  1  in  40  (a  tablespoonful  of  Milton  to 
a  pint  of  water)  will  effectively  disinfect  the  hands.  It  may  be  used  with  soap 
if  desired.  Even  at  full  strength  and  used  constantly,  Milton  will  not  injure 
or  roughen  the  hands. 

"  12.  Baths :  Milton  makes  the  bath  specially  refreshing  and  invigorating  for 
both  adults  and  infants.  It  is  soothing  to  any  rash  or  skin  irritation,  and  is  a 
splendid  safeguard  in  Baby's  bath.  Add  3  to  4  tablespoonfuls  to  an  ordinary 
bath  of  water.  In  case  of  stubborn  skin  troubles,  add  about  |  pint  Milton  to 
3  gallons  of  water,  or  proportionately. 

"  22.  For  Drinking  Water :  Milton  will  quickly  and  effectively  disinfect  drink- 
ing water  and  render  it  safe  without  adding  any  perceptible  taste  or  smell. 
*  *  *  If  very  quick  action  is  desired,  Milton  must  be  used  at  greater 
strength  than  if  the  water  be  allowed  to  stand,  but  care  must  be  taken  not  to 
use  it  too  strong,  as  a  slight  taste  and  smell  might  be  perceptible.  For  ordi- 
nary water,  1  part  Milton  to  5,000  parts  water  is  quite  sufficient  (say  4  to  5 
drops  in  1  quart).  One  drop  of  Milton  in  a  tumbler  of  strange  water  while 
traveling,  will  render  the  water  safe.  For  badly  polluted  water,  1  part  Milton 
to  1,000  cold  water  could  be  used.  The  water  should  be  stirred  so  as  to  allow 
the  Milton  to  act  on  all  parts. 

"  23.  Water  Tanks,  Rain  Barrels,  Etc.:  Milton  is  excellent  for  cleansing 
water  tanks,  rain  barrels,  etc.,  keeping  them  fresh  and  sweet  and  disinfecting 
the  water  for  either  human  or  animal  use.  *  *  *  Where  it  is  desired  to 
disinfect  or  deodorize  water  for  drinking  purposes,  add  |  to  1  teaspoonful  to 
eight  gallons  of  water. 

"  24.  Feeding  Bottles — Cleansing  and  Disinfecting :  Note  the  directions  under 
No.  25.  Use  3  teaspoonfuls  of  Milton  to  1  pint  of  water.  Milton  not  only  is  a 
powerful  germicide  thus  disinfecting  and  rendering  safe  the  feeding  bottles,  but 
it  also  is  of  itself  an  active  cleansing  agent.  Dirty  bottles  should  be  first 
washed  with  Milton  and  then  rinsed  in  a  fresh  solution  of  Milton  in  order  to 
insure  thorough  disinfection.  In  cases  of  bottles  which  are  extremely  dirty, 
it  is  advisable  to  cleanse  them  with  hot  water  and  soap  before  using  Milton. 
After  disinfecting  with  Milton,  no  further  washing  should  be  allowed,  as 
ordinary  water  may  contain  dangerous  bacteria.  Milton  does  not  add  any 
taste  or  smell,  or  impart  any  injurious  properties  to  the  milk. 

"  25.  For  Milk  Bottles,  Other  Containers  and  Apparatus :  *  *  *  Milton 
is  ideal  for  disinfecting  and  cleansing  all  receptacles  and  apparatus  in  which 
milk  is  used.  In  the  case  of  dirty  bottles,  however,  a  second  rinsing  with 
Milton  should  be  given  to  insure  thorough  disinfection.  In  the  case  of  ex- 
tremely dirty  bottles,  it  is  desirable  to  first  wash  the  bottles  with  hot  water 
and  soap.  Milton  has  a  better  effect  if  used  with  water  not  very  hot,  and  the 
solution  should  be  used  within  a  few  minutes  after  being  mixed.  For  milk 
bottles  or  bowls  use  1  part  Milton  to  60  parts  water  (1  teaspoonful  Milton  to 
each  \  pint  water,  or  in  proportion).    *    *  * 

"  26.  For  Dairies :  Milton  has  innumerable  uses  in  a  properly-kept  dairy. 
For  cleansing  and  effectively  disinfecting  milk  cans  and  bowls,  milk  bottles, 
milk  pails,  separators  and  churns,  see  Directions  under  No.  25.    For  removing 
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stains  from  basins,  strainers,  etc.,  see  Directions  under  No.  30  (b)  and  (d). 
For  tiled  board  floors,  shelves,  etc.,  see  Directions  under  No.  31.  If  cock- 
roaches or  certain  other  vermin  appear,  see  Directions  under  No.  36.  The  use 
of  Milton  in  cleansing  and  thoroughly  disinfecting  pans,  bowls,  separators, 
churns,  bottles,  shelves,  floors,  in  a  dairy  as  directed  adds  no  taste  or  smell  to 
the  milk  or  butter  and  cannot  possibly  do  any  harm.  Milton  is  in  every  way 
an  ideal  cleansing,  disinfecting  and  deodorizing  fluid  for  dairy  purposes. 

"  32.  Flies :  Flies  carry  bacteria  on  feet  and  legs  and  also  disseminate  disease 
through  their  droppings.  They  breed  in  and  infect  masses  of  filthy  and  de- 
composing materials.  A  thorough  use  of  Milton  in  all  places  where  flies  may 
gain  access,  prevents  the  development  of  their  breeding  places.  The  treatment 
of  manure  piles,  garbage  receptacles,  earth  closets,  living  rooms,  bed  rooms, 
etc.,  with  Milton  will  aid  materially  in  eliminating  the  flies  and  will  prevent 
their  carrying  infection.  To  prevent  the  breeding  of  flies,  thoroughly  soak  all 
piles  of  manure,  garbage,  etc.,  with  a  mixture  of  1  part  of  Milton  to  10  parts 
water  (2  tumblers  Milton  to  each  gallon  of  cold  water)  and  use  in  sufficient 
quantity  to  permit  of  its  soaking  down  several  inches. 

"  34.  Bed-bugs :  These  noxious  and  disgusting  pests  are  known  to  disseminate 
disease,  and  are  admitted  to  be  the  hardest  vermin  to  eradicate.  Milton  kills 
them  like  magic.  Use  a  spray:  any  form  of  garden  spray. or  toilet  spray  is 
suitable.  Use  4  tablespoonfuls  of  Milton  to  each  pint  of  cold  water,  or  in 
proportion.  Spray  freely,  getting  the  mixture  into  the  cracks  and  crevices, 
behind  wainscoting  and  loose  wallpaper,  in  the  joints  of  beds,  and  such  places 
where  the  bugs  hide  and  deposit  their  larvae.  Be  careful  not  to  let  Milton 
come  in  contact  with  varnished  surfaces  or  colored  wallpaper,  See  No.  30  (g) 
and  31.  The  first  treatment  may  not  reach  some  of  the  eggs  which  will  hatch 
out  in  due  course.  Therefore,  careful  and  regular  treatment  daily  for  a  week 
is  desirable  to  insure  complete  success. 

"35.  For  Toilets,  Urinals,  Bedpans,  etc.  Milton  is  used  for  this  purpose. 
It  is  a  strong  and  powerful  germicide.  *  *  *  Milton  should  be  used  freely 
where  it  is  desired  to  deodorize  feces  or  urine.  Thorough  saturation  with 
Milton  is  essential.  A  dilution  of  1  in  16  (a  tablespoonful  to  a  tumbler  of 
water)  is  usually  sufficient  to  remove  all  offensive  odors  from  such  materials. 
A  tablespoonful  of  Milton  added  to  the  water  in  the  bowl  of  the  toilet  will  act 
as  an  efficient  deodorant. 

"  36.  As  a  Deodorant :  Milton  is  a  thoroughly  efficient  deodorant.  It  does 
not  deodorize  by  replacing  a  bad  smell  with  a  stronger  smell ;  it  destroys  prac- 
tically all  bad  smells  completely,  leaving  behind  it  no  smell  at  all.  It  is 
essential  that  Milton  should  come  Into  direct  contact  with  the  cause  of  the 
odor.  Earth  closets,  dust-bins,  garbage  cans,  lavatories,  urinals,  etc.,  may  be 
efficiently  treated  with  Milton.  For  ordinary  purposes  use  Milton  in  the  pro- 
portion of  2  tablespoonfuls  of  Milton  to  a  pint  of  cold  water,  using  the  mixture 
freely.  For  earth  closets  use  1  part  Milton  to  4  parts  water.  It  is  essential 
to  see  that  the  entire  surface  of  the  material  to  be  deodorized  is  thoroughly 
moistened  with  the  mixture. 

"40.  Wounds  and  Infected  Sores  in  Animals:  Use  Milton  at  dilution  of  1 
part  Milton  to  40  parts  water.  (1  tablespoonful  Milton  to  each  pint  water). 
Use  cold,  tepid  or  slightly  warm  water,  not  hot  water.  Mix  freshly  for  each 
application,  and  apply  freely.  Milton  may  be  used  much  stronger  in  special 
cases,  if  not  too  irritant  to  the  wound.  Do  not  use -except  at  weak  dilution 
around  the  eyes  of  an  animal. 

"  42.  For  Stables,  Cow-Barns,  Kennels,  Poultry  Houses,  Etc. :  Milton  is  of 
great  value  in  stables,  cow-bams,  kennels,  poultry  houses,  etc.,  for  eradicating 
certain  forms  of  vermin  and  for  cleansing  and  disinfecting.    A  thorough  use 
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of  Milton  in  such  places  is  essential  to  proper  sanitation  and  an  excellent 
precaution  against  epidemics  among  the  animals  or  fowls.  In  applying  Milton, 
the  quarters  should  first  be  cleansed  in  the  ordinary  way  and  then  sprayed  or 
sprinkled  with  Milton  *  *  *  Use  in  proportion  of  1  part  Milton  to  25  parts 
water  (3  tablespoonfuls  to  one  quart  of  water),"  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the 
article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  as  directed  thereby,  would  disinfect  water  for  drinking  purposes, 
would  disinfect  the  mouth  and  throat,  would  disinfect  the  teeth  and  mouth 
and  false  teeth,  would  cleanse  and  purify  the  air,  would  be  effective  against 
all  deposits  of  flies,  would  be  effective  in  preventing  and  destroying  all  body 
vermin,  in  preventing  and  destroying  bedbugs,  in  preventing  or  destroying  all 
bad  smells,  that  the  said  article  did  embody  in  stable  form  an  agent  or  one 
substance  that  was  the  most  active  and  useful  bactericidal  and  disinfecting 
agent  or  substance  known  to  science  and  that  it  would  be  a  powerful  dis- 
infecting agent  and  would  be  practicable  and  effective  for  destroying  all 
bacteria  and  the  germs  of  all  kinds  of  disease,  would  be  effective  for  destroy- 
ing all  kinds  of  disease  germs  present  in  the  saliva  and  other  fluids  of  the 
throat,  would  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  contagious  diseases  that  enter 
through  the  nose  and  mouth,  would  disinfect  minute  deposits  of  food  and 
other  decaying  material  in  the  mouth  and  would  cleanse  pus  pockets  in  the 
mouth,  would  disinfect  toothbrushes  and  would  kill  all  kinds  of  germs  on  the 
bristles  thereof,  would  disinfect  cuts,  wounds,  and  abrasions  and  would  pre- 
vent all  dangerous  infection  of  said  cuts,  wounds,  and  abrasions,  would  be 
effective  in  the  treatment  of  all  insect  bites  and  stings,  would  effectively  dis- 
infect the  hands,  would  be  soothing  in  all  cases  of  rash  or  skin  irritation  and 
would  be  an  effective  remedy  in  the  treatment  of  all  cases  of  stubborn  skin 
trouble,  would  disinfect  and  would  render  safe  water  for  drinking  purposes, 
would  disinfect  feeding  bottles,  milk  bottles  and  milk  bowls  and  would  be 
effective  in  preventing  and  destroying  all  bad  smells  in  dairies,  that  the  said 
article,  when  used  and  applied  on  and  in  manure  piles,  garbage  receptacles, 
earth  closets,  living  rooms,  bedrooms,  and  other  matters,  receptacles,  or  places 
where  flies  may  gain  access,  would  prevent  the  breeding  of  flies  thereon  and 
therein,  that  it  would  be  effective  in  preventing  and  killing  bedbugs,  would  be 
an  efficient  germicide  and  disinfectant  for  toilets,  urinals,  and  bedpans,  would 
completely  destroy  practically  all  bad  smells,  would  be  effective  in  the  treat- 
ment of  wounds  and  infected  sores  in  animals  and  would  disinfect  stables, 
cow  barns,  kennels,  and  poultry  bouses,  and  would  prevent  epidemics  of  dis- 
eases among  the  animals  or  fowls  which  use  or  occupy  the  said  enclosures, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  would  not. 

On  March  19,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judg- 
ment of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the 
court  that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

665.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  Champion  Chlorinated  Lime  or 
Bleaching  Powder.  U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  100  Cartons  of  Champion 
Chlorinated  Lime  or  Bleaching:  Powder.  Default  decree  "of 
condemnation,  forfeiture,  and  destruction.  (I.  &  F.  No.  975. 
S.  No.  98.) 

On  or  about  December  6,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western 
District  of  Missouri,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture, 
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filed  in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  100  cartons  of  "  Champion  Chlorinated  Lime  or 
Bleaching  Powder."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  was  contained  in 
cartons,  that  it  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  October  8,  1920,  by  the  Champion 
Chemical  Works,  Chicago,  111.,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Mis- 
rouri,  and  that  having  been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  in  the  original 
unbroken  packages  at  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that 
the  words,  figures,  and  statement  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels 
affixed  to  each  of  the  cartons  containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredi- 
ents— Available  Chlorine,  30.00%  Inert  Ingredients  70.00%,"  purported  and 
professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  wTere  such  that 
it  contained  available  chlorine,  which  substance  has  the  property  of  preventing, 
destroying,  repelling,  and  mitigating  fungi,  to  wit,  putrefactive  and  pathogenic 
bacteria,  in  the  proportion  of  30  per  centum  and  that  said  article  contained 
inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit,  putrefactive  and  pathogenic  bacteria,  in  the 
proportion  of  70  per  centum,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said 
article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained 
available  chlorine  in  a  proportion  less  than  30  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients 
in  a  proportion  greater  than  70  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  reason  that  certain  words, 
figures,  and  statements  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each 
of  the  cartons  containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "Active  Ingredients — Available 
Chlorine  30.00%  Inert  Ingredients  70.00%  *  *  *  FOR  DISINFECTING 
DEODORIZING  AND  PURIFYING.  Prescripiton  for  making  two  gallons  stock 
hypochlorite  or  Javelle  Water.  Mix  I  lb.  of  Chlorinated  Lime  with  1  pint  of 
water  stirring  with  a  wooden  spoon  for  15  minutes.  Then  add  sufficient  water 
to  make  1  gallon.  Next,  dissolve  13  ozs.  of  sal  soda  crystals  in  2  quarts  of  luke 
warm  water;  add  to  this  sufficient  water  to  make  one  gallon.  Next,  mix  these 
two  and  allow  the  milky  solution  to  settle  over  night  (or  filter).  Pour  off  the 
clear  liquid  from  the  white  sediment  into  a  jug,  and  then  fill  in  bottles,  and 
keep  in  a  cool  dry  place  for  disinfecting  purposes.  A  little  less  than  two 
gallons  of  clear  solution  will  be  obtained.  One  ounce  of  this  solution  or  two 
tablespoonfuls  (now  free  from  lime)  to  five  gallons  of  water  makes  a  valuable 
general  disinfectant,  as  well  as  a  reliable  bleaching  agent  for  the  household 
washing.  *  *  *  For  Purifying  Water.  Chlorinated  lime  may  be  used  to 
sterilize  drinking  water  and  render  it  perfectly  safe  for  use.  Two  fluid  drams 
or  two  teaspoonfuls  of  the  stock  hypochlorite  to  a  barrel  (50  gallons)  of  water 
will  render  water  perfectly  safe,  and  free  from  all  disease  germs.  To  sterilize 
small  quantities  of  water  in  the  household.  Dissolve  in  a  pint  of  water  half  a 
teaspoonful  of  Chlorinated  Lime  by  first  rubbing  the  powder  with  a  little  water 
to  a  creamlike  mass,  and  then  adding  more  water  to  make  up  one  pint.  (For 
measuring  the  half  teaspoonful.  place  a  moderately  heaped  teaspoonful  on  a 
piece  of  paper  and  divide  in  two  equal  parts.)  Of  this  solution,  one  tablespoon- 
ful  will  sterilize  10  gallons  of  water,  or  30  drops  one  gallon,  which  will  render 
any  water  pure  and  wholesome.  For  one  quart  add  0  drops  of  the  solution, 
which  should  be  freshly  prepared  every  day.  *  *  *  "  were  false  and  mislead- 
ing, and  by  reason  of  the  said  words,  fisrures,  and  statements  the  sai  l  article 
was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that 
they  represented  that  the  article  contained  available  chlorine  in  the  proportion 
of  30  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients  in  the  proportion  of  70  per  centum,  and 
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that  the  article,  when  prepared,  used,  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner 
and  in  the  strength  and  proportion  as  directed  thereby,  would  be  effective  as  a 
general  disinfectant  under  all  conditions,  would  purify,  sterilize,  and  render 
safe  and  free  from  all  kinds  of  disease  germs  water  for  drinking  purposes  in  all 
cases,  and  would  sterilize  and  render  pure  and  wholesome  water  for  household 
uses  in  all  cases,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained  avail- 
able chlorine  in  a  proportion  less  than  30  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients  in  a , 
proportion  greater  than  70  per  centum,  and  the  said  article,  when  prepared, 
used,  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength  and  proportion 
as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  be  effective  as  a  general  disinfec- 
tant under  all  conditions,  would  not  purify,  sterilize,  and  render  safe  and  free 
from  all  kinds  of  disease  germs  water  for  drinking  purposes  in  all  cases,  and 
would  not  sterilize  and  render  pure  and  wholesome  water  for  household  uses  in 
all  cases. 

On  January  14,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal, 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

666.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate 
of  Calcium."  U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  1,290  packages  and  188  barrels 
of  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcinni."  Decrees  en- 
tered ordering  release  of  the  product  nnder  bond.  (I.  &  F.  Nos. 
1029,  1030.    S.  Nos.  101,  104.) 

On  or  about  April  1,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Louisiana,  acting  upon  reports  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  libels  praying  condemna- 
tion and  forfeiture  of  1,290  packages  and  188  barrels  of  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered 
Arsenate  of  Calcium."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libels  that  the  article  was  con- 
tained in  packages  and  barrels,  respectively,  that  it  had  been  shipped  on  or 
about  August  7  and  November  18,  1920,  by  the  A.  Wilhelm  Company,  Reading, 
Pa.,  from  the  State  of  Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  that  having 
been  so  transported  it  remained  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at 
New  Orleans,  La.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libels  for  the  reason  that  certain 
statements  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit,  "Active  ingredients  Calcium  Ar- 
senate (not  less  than)  71.0%,  Inert  Ingredients  (not  more  than)  29.0%,  Total 
Arsenic  (as  metallic)  (not  less  than)  27.3%,  Arsenic  Oxide  (As2Oe)  (not  less 
than)  42.0%,"  borne  and  printed  on  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  packages 
and  barrels  containing  the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard 
and  quality  thereof  was  such  that  it  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion 
of  not  less  than  71  per  centum,  that  it  contained  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to 
say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a 
proportion  of  not  more  than  29  per  centum,  that  it  contained  total  arsenic, 
equivalent  to  and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than 
27.3  per  centum,  and  that  it  contained  arsenic  oxide  (As2Os)  in  a  proportion 
of  not  less  than  42  per  centum,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said 
article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  it  container 
calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  71  per  centum,  inert  ingredients  in 
a  proportion  greater  than  29  per  centum,  total  arsenic,  equivalent  to  and  ex- 
pressed as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  27.3  per  centum,  and 
arsenic  oxide  (As2Os)  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  42  per  centum. 
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Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted 
statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  packages  and  barrels 
containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  calcium 
arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  71  per  centum,  inert  ingredients,  that 
is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  29  per  centum,  total  arsenic  equivalent  to 
and  expressed  as  metallic  arsenic,  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  27.3  per 
centum,  and  arsenic  oxide  (AsaOs)  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  42  per 
centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained  calcium 
arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  71  per  centum,  inert  ingredients  in  a 
proportion  greater  than  29  per  centum,  total  arsenic  in  a  proportion  of  less 
than  27.3  per  centum,  and  arsenic  oxide  (As206)  in  a  proportion  of  less  than 
42  per  centum. 

On  April  22,  1921.  the  Glidden  Company,  Reading,  Pa.,  having  entered  an 
appearance  as  claimant  for  the  property,  judgments  of  the  court  were  entered 
ordering  that  the  product  should  be  released  to  said  claimant  upon  payment 
of  the  costs  of  the  proceedings  and  the  execution  of  bonds  in  the  sum  of  $450 
and  $3,750,  respectively,  conditioned  in  part  that  the  product  should  not  be 
sold  or  otherwise  disposed  of  contrary  to  Federal  Insecticide  Act  or  State  laws. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

667.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate 
of  Calcium."  U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  176  barrels  of  "  Glidden  Dry 
Powdered  Arsenate  of  Calcium."  Decree  entered  ordering  re- 
lease of  the  product  under  bond.     (I.  &  F.  No.  1031.    S.  No.  100.) 

On  or  about  April  1,  1921.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  Dis- 
trict of  Louisiana,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed 
in  the  District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying 
condemnation  and  forfeiture  of  176  barrels  of  "  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Arsenate 
of  Calcium."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that  the  article  was  contained  in  bar- 
rels, that  it  had  been  shipped  on  or  about  August  7  and  November  18,  1920, 
respectively,  by  the  A.  Wilhelm  Company,  Reading,  Pa.,  from  the  State  of 
Pennsylvania  into  the  State  of  Louisiana,  and  that  having  been  so  trans- 
ported it  remained  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  New  Orleans, 
La.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the 
meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that 
certain  statements  regarding  the  said  article,  to  wit, 

Analysis  Glidden  Dry  Powdered  Aresnate  of  Calcium 


Active  Ingredients 

Calcium  Arsenate  (not  less  than)  70.0% 

Total  Arsenic  Pentoxide  (not  less  than)  40.0% 

Total  Metallic  Arsenic   (  "     *      "    )  26.0% 

Inert  Ingredients  (not  more  than)  30.0% 


borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  barrels  contain- 
ing the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standnrd  and  quality  of  the 
said  article  were  such  that  it  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  of 
not  less  than  70  per  centum,  total  arsenic  pentoxide  in  a  proportion  of  not  less 
than  40  per  centum,  total  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than 
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26  per  centum,  and  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not 
prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than 
30  per  centum,  whereas  the  strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below 
the  said  professed  standard  and  quality  in  that  it  contained  calcium  arsenate 
in  a  proportion  of  less  than  70  per  centum,  total  arsenic  pentoxide  in  a  propor- 
tion of  less  than  40  per  centum,  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  of  less  than 
26  per  centum,  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  30  per 
centum.  Adulteration  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  con- 
tained in  certain  of  the  barrels  was  intended  for  use  as  a  dust  on  certain 
vegetation,  to  wit,  the  cotton  plant,  and  when  used  on  the  cotton  plant  as 
recommended  and  directed  by  the  labels  thereof,  the  said  article  would  be 
injurious  to  such  cotton  plants. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  in  substance  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted 
statements,  borne  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  barrels  containing  the  article, 
were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article 
was  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  .they  repre- 
sented that  the  said  article  contained  calcium  arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  not 
less  than  70  per  centum,  total  arsenic  pentoxide  in  a  proportion  of  not  less 
than  40  per  centum,  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  of  not  less  than  26  per 
centum,  and  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  which  do  not  prevent, 
destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than  30  per 
centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained  calcium 
arsenate  in  a  proportion  of  less  than  70  per  centum,  total  arsenic  pentoxide  in 
a  proportion  of  less  than  40  per  centum,  metallic  arsenic  in  a  proportion  of 
less  than  26  per  centum,  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  of  greater  than 
30  per  centum.  Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article 
was  an  insecticide  other  than  Paris  green  and  lead  arsenate,  and  contained 
arsenic  in  combination  or  combinations  thereof,  and  contained  arsenic  in  water- 
soluble  forms,  and  the  amount  of  arsenic  in  water-soluble  forms,  expressed  as 
per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  was  not  stated  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to 
each  or  any  of  the  barrels  containing  the  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged 
for  the  further  reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  We  guarantee  the  Arsenate 
of  Calcium  contained  in  this  package  to  meet  government  specifica- 
tions *  *  *."  "Arsenic  Pentoxide  Water  Soluble  (not  more  than)  three- 
fourths  of  one  per  cent,"  borne  and  printed  on  the  labels  affixed  to  the  barrels 
containing  the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  met  the  Govern- 
ment specifications  and  that  the  article  contained  in  certain  of  the  barrels 
contained  water-soluble  arsenic  pentoxide  in  a  proportion  of  not  more  than 
three-fourths  of  one  per  centum,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  did 
not  meet  the  Government  specifications,  and  the  article  contained  in  certain 
of  the  barrels  contained  water-soluble  arsenic  pentoxide  in  a  proportion  greater 
than  three-fourths  of  one  per  centum. 

On  April  22,  1921,  the  Glidden  Company,  Reading,  Pa.,  having  entered  an 
appearance  as  claimant  for  the  property,  judgment  of  the  court  was  entered, 
ordering  that  the  product  should  be  released  to  said  claimant  upon  payment  of 
the  costs  of  the  proceedings  and  the  execution  of  a  bond  in  the  sum  of  $4,030, 
conditioned  in  part  that  the  product  should  not  be  sold  or  otherwise  disposed 
of  contrary  to  Federal  Insecticide  Act  or  State  laws. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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668.  Misbranding:  of  "  Shoo  Fly."    U.  S.     *     *     *     v.  Frank  W.  Brings  and 

William  A.  Brig-g-s.    Plea  of  guilty.    Fine  $100.     (I.  &  F.  No.  591. 

Dom.  No.  13147.) 

On  April  29,  101S,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District  of  New 
York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  District 
Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  Frank  W. 
Briggs  and  William  A.  Briggs,  trading  as  F.  \V.  Briggs  &  Company,  Buffalo, 
N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendants,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act 
of  1910,  on  or  about  March  8,  1917,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State 
of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Shoo  Fly,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide 
within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  it  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof,  and  the  total  amount  of  said 
arsenic  so  present  in  the  said  article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum 
of  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article.  Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that 
the  said  article  contained  arsenic  in  combinations  thereof,  and  in  water-soluble 
form,  and  the  amount  of  said  arsenic  in  water-soluble  form  so  contained  in  the 
article  was  not  stated,  expressed  as  per  centum  of  metallic  arsenic,  on  each  or 
any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  containing  the  said  article. 
Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted  par- 
tially of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  a  compound  or  com- 
pounds of  arsenic,  which  inert  substances  do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly, 
or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages  contain- 
ing the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  the  said 
inert  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every 
ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  and  the  total  percentage 
of  the  said  inert  ingredients,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or 
any  label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  aforesaid  packages. 

On  April  2G,  1921,  the  defendants  entered  pleas  of  guilty  to  the  information, 
and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $100. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

669.  Misbranding-  of  "  Stinaon's  Insect  Exterminator."     U.  S.     *     •     *  v. 

Benjamin  F.  Stinson.  Plea  of  gruilty.  Fine  $25.  (I.  &  F.  No.  796. 
Dom.  No.  14645.) 

On  September  13,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Western  District 
of  New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  tiled  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
Benjamin  F.  Stinson,  Buffalo,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  defendant,  in 
violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  August  2,  1918,  from  the 
State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity  of  "  Stinson's 
Insect  Exterminator,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  t he  meaning 
Of  said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
Certain  statements  regarding  the  article,  borne  and  printed  on  the  labels  affixed 
to  the  runs  containing  the  article,  to  wit.  "Stinson's  Insect  Exterminator  Kills 
Bugs  *  *  *  Guaranteed  to  kill  bed  bugs,  roaches,  fleas,  ants,  moths,  flies, 
mosquitoes,  cabbage  worms,  in  fact  all  kinds  of  insects.  *  *  *  Directions 
*  *  *  To  destroy  lice  or  fleas,  sift  it  on  the  animals  and  rub  it  into  the  hair, 
for  poultry,  sift  around  the  roost  and  coop.  Sprinkle  on  plants  and  bushes  for 
insects,"  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 


Insecticide  36.]  SERVICE  AND  REGULATORY  ANNOUNCEMENTS. 


857 


article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in 
that  they  represented  that  the  said  article  could  be  so  used  and  applied  as  to 
exterminate  and  kill  all  kinds  of  bugs  and  all  kinds  of  insects,  and  that  when 
used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as  directed  thereby  the  said  article 
would  be  effective  against  lice  on  poultry  and  against  all  kinds  of  insects  that 
infest  plants  and  bushes,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  could  not  be  used 
and  applied  as  to  exterminate  or  kill  all  kinds  of  bugs  or  all  kinds  of  insects, 
and  the  said  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  be  effective  against  lice  on  poultry 
and  all  kinds  of  insects  that  infest  plants  or  bushes. 

On  January  11,  1921,  the  defendant  entered  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

670.  Misbranding  of  "  Bigler  Lice  Killer."     U.  S.     *     *      *     v.  G.  R.  Bigler 
Company,  a  corporation.     Plea  of  gfnilty.     Fine  $10  and  costs. 

(I.  &  F.  No.  890.    Dom.  No.  13573.) 

On  November  1,  1920,.  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against 
G.  R.  Bigler  Company,  a  corporation,  Springfield,  111.,  alleging  shipment  by  said 
company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  February  23, 
1918,  from  the  State  of  Illinois  into  the  State  of  Maryland,  of  a  quantity  of 
"  Bigler  Lice  Killer,"  which  was  a  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning 
of  said  act.  The  article  was  labeled  in  part:  "  *  *  *  Exterminates  Lice, 
Fleas,  Ticks,  Bed-bugs,  Ants,  etc.  *  *  *  To  remove  lice  from  horses,  cattle, 
hogs,  sheep  and  all  kinds  of  poultry.  A  very  little  dusted  on  house  plants  will 
remove  all  kinds  of  insects  and  add  vigor  to  the  plants.  *  *  *.  Exterminates 
Lice,  Mites  and  Insects.  Protect  your  Poultry.  Protect  your  Flowers.  Pro- 
tect your  Vegetables.  More  poultry  is  killed  by  Lice  and  Mites  than  by  all 
other  causes.  *  *  *  G.  B.  Bigler  Co.,  Springfield,  Illinois.  *  *  *  Direc- 
tions. Always  to  be  used  externally.  Setting  hens  should  be  dusted  with  a 
small  handful  when  first  set,  repeat  the  dose  three  days  before  the  chicks  are 
due.  Laying  fowls  and  chicks  should  be  well  dusted  at  night;  work  it  well 
among  their  fluffy  feathers,  especially  beneath  the  vent.  If  held  over  a  shallow 
box,  what  falls  off  could  be  used  again.  A  small  quantity  thrown  about  the 
roosts  and  nests  is  beneficial.  The  best  way  is  to  grasp  each  fowl  by  its  feet, 
head  downward,  then  the  feathers  are  all  open  to  receive  the  powder.  For 
Horses,  Cattle,  Sheep,  and  Hogs,  brush  them  well  after  applying  so  as  to  cover 
the  entire  surface.  Furs  and  Carpets  are  never  moth  eaten  where  this  powder 
has  been  applied.  Sprinkle  contents  of  a  box  around  the  edge  of  the  floor  before 
nailing  down  the  carpet.  Vegetable  Plants  should  be  treated  with  the  powder 
while  the  dew  is  on  the  leaves.  House  plants  while  they  are  damp.  The  latter 
should  be  given  a  good  washing  a  few  hours  later.  Hens'  nests  made  of  dry 
saw  dust  and  a  handful  of  this  powder  will  keep  the  layers  clean  and  com- 
fortable. *  *  *  To  make  Liquid  Lice  Killer.  Mix  one-half  the  contents  of 
this  package  to  one  gallon  of  coal  oil  and  paint  the  perches  of  the  henhouse. 
For  hens  with  little  chicks,  paint  the  under  side  of  wings  of  the  mother  hen, 
and  when  she  hovers  the  brood,  mites  will  leave  the  little  chicks.  To  keep 
mites  out  of  the  setting  nest,  apply  the  remedy  to  straw  in  bottom  of 
nest.    *    *    * " 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  information  for  the 
reason  that  the  statements  aforesaid,  regarding  the  article,  borne  and  printed 
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on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  were 
false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was 
labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  rep- 
resented that  the  use  and  application  of  the  said  article  would  exterminate  and 
would  be  effective  against  lice,  mites,  and  all  kinds  of  insects  on  poultry ;  would 
exterminate  and  would  be  effective  against  plant  lice  and  all  other  kinds  of  in- 
sects on  plants,  flowers,  or  vegetables ;  would  exterminate  and  would  be  effective 
against  all  types  and  varieties  of  ticks  and  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  horses, 
cattle,  sheep,  and  hogs,  and  would  exterminate  and  would  be  effective  against 
fleas,  bedbugs,  and  ants,  and  that  the  said  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the 
method  as  directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  kill,  would  exterminate,  would 
remove,  and  would  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  ticks  and  all 
other  kinds  of  insects  on  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  and  hogs;  would  exterminate  and 
would  be  effective  against  lice  and  mites  and  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  poul 
try ;  would  remove  lice  from  poultry  and  would  protect  poultry  from  lice  and  all 
other  kinds  of  insects;  would  exterminate  and  would  be  effective  against  plant 
lice  and  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  plants,  flowers,  or  vegetables ;  would  re- 
move all  kinds  of  insects  from  house  plants  and  add  vigor  to  house  plants  ;  would 
protect  flowers  and  vegetables  from  lice  and  all  other  kinds  of  insects,  and 
would  protect  furs  and  carpets  from  moths;  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the 
use  and  application  of  the  said  article  would  not  exterminate  and  would  not  be 
effective  against  lice,  mites,  or  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  poultry,  plant  lice, 
or  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  plants,  flowers,  or  vegetables,  all  types  and  vari- 
eties of  ticks  or  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  or  hogs,  and 
would  not  exterminate  and  would  not  be  effective  against  fleas,  bedbugs,  or 
ants ;  and  the  said  article,  when  used  and  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  as 
directed  by  the  said  statements,  would  not  exterminate,  would  not  kill,  would 
not  remove,  and  would  not  be  effective  against  all  types  and  varieties  of  ticks 
or  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  horses,  cattle,  sheep,  or  hogs ;  would  not  extermi- 
nate and  would  not  be  effective  against  lice  or  mites  or  all  other  insects  on 
poultry,  and  would  not  remove  lice  from  poultry  and  would  not  protect  poultry 
from  lice  and  all  other  insects;  would  not  exterminate  and  would  not  be  effec- 
tive against  plant  lice  or  all  other  kinds  of  insects  on  plants,  flowers,  or  vege- 
tables ;  would  not  remove  all  kinds  of  insects  from  house  plants;  would  not  add 
vigor  to  house  plants  and  would  not  protect  flowers  and  vegetables  from  plant 
lice  or  all  other  kinds  of  insects,  and  would  not  protect  furs  and  carpers 
from  moths.  Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article 
consisted  partially  of  inert  substances,  to  wit,  substances  other  than  nicotine, 
which  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  do  not  and  did  not  preveitt,  destroy, 
repel,  or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each 
and  every  one  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  contained  in  the  said  article  were 
not  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each  or 
any  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  the 
percentage  amounts  of  the  inert  ingredients,  were  the  name  and  the  percentage 
amount  of  the  ingredient  of  the  article  having  insecticidal  properties,  to  wit, 
nicotine,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredients  so  present  in  the 
article  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label  affixed  to  each 
or  any  of  the  packages  containing  the  said  article. 

On  June  20,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $10  and  costs. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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671.  Adulteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Mansfield's  Magic  Lice  Killer." 

U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  Magic  Food  Co.,  a  corporation.  Plea  of  not 
guilty.  Tried  to  the  court.  Verdict  of  guilty.  Fine  $25  and 
costs.    (I.  &  F.  No.  893.    Dom.  No.  15168.) 

On  September  14,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Tennessee,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Magic  Food  Company,  a  corporation,  Chattanooga,  Tenn.,  alleging  shipment  by 
said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  May  31, 
1919,  from  the  State  of  Tennessee  into  the  State  of  Virginia,  of  a  quantity  of 
"  Mansfield's  Magic  Lice  Killer,"  which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  in- 
secticide within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
certain  statements  regarding  the  article,  borne  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to 
each  of  the  packages  containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "Active  ingredients  :  *  *  * 
Sulphur,  20.  Inert  ingredients,  49.90,';  purported  and  professed  that  the  stand- 
ard and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it  contained  sulphur  in  the 
proportion  of  20  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  or 
ingredients  which  do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  in- 
sects, in  the  proportion  of  49.90  per  centum,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that  it  contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less 
than  20  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients  in  a  proportion  of  more  than  49.90  per 
centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements  re- 
garding the  article  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  state- 
ments the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the 
purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  article  contained  sulphur  in  the  pro- 
portion of  20  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  substances  or 
ingredients  which  do  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  insects, 
in  the  proportion  of  49.90  per  centum,  whereas,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  the  said 
article  contained  sulphur  in  a  proportion  less  than  20  per  centum  and  inert  in- 
gredients in  a  proportion  of  more  than  49.90  per  centum.  Misbranding  was 
alleged  for  the  further  reason  that  the  article  consisted  partially  of  inert  sub- 
stances, to  wit,  substances  other  than  naphthaline,  sulphur,  and  nicotine,  which 
said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  did  not  and  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel, 
or  mitigate  insects,  and  the  names  and  the  percentage  amounts  of  each  and 
every  one  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  were  not  stated  plainly 
and  correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  on  the  packages  containing  the  article, 
nor,  in  lieu  of  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  the  said  inert  substances 
and  ingredients,  were  the  names  and  percentage  amounts  of  each  and  every  sub- 
stance and  ingredient  of  the  said  article  having  insecticidal  properties  and  the 
total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  substances  and  ingredients  stated  plainly  and 
correctly  on  each  or  any  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article. 

On  November  22,  1920,  the  defendant  company  having  entered  a  plea  of  not 
guilty,  and  having  waived  a  jury  trial,  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  court,  and 
after  the  submission  of  evidence  and  arguments  by  counsel,  the  defendant  com- 
pany was  convicted  and  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  $25  and  costs. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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672.  Misbranding:  of  "  Disinfecto."  U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  Gibson-Snow  Com- 
pany, n  corporation.    Plea  of  guilty.     Fine  $25.     (I.  &  F.  No.  897. 

Dom.  No.  15590.) 

On  August  24,  1920,  the  United  States  Attorney  for  the  Western  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  hy  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Gibson-Snow  Company,  a  corporation,  Rochester,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by 
said  company,  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  June  11, 
1919,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Pennsylvania,  of  a  quantity 
of  "  Disinfector,"  which  was  a  misbranded  fungicide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act. 

Misbranding  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason  that 
it  consisted  partially  of  an  inert  substance,  to  wit,  water,  which  said  inert  sub- 
stance does  not  and  did  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  fungi,  to  wit, 
putrefactive  and  pathogenic  bacteria,  and  the  name  and  the  percentage  amount 
of  the  said  inert  ingredient  were  not  stated  plainly  and  correctly  on  each  or  any 
label  affixed  to  each  or  any  of  the  cans  aforesaid,  nor  in  lieu  of  the  name  and 
percentage  amount  of  the  inert  ingredient,  were  the  names  and  the  percentage 
amounts  of  each  and  every  ingredient  of  the  said  fungicide  having  fungicidal 
properties,  and  the  total  percentage  of  the  said  inert  ingredient  so  present  in 
the  said  fungicide,  stated  plainly  and  correctly,  or  at  all,  on  each  or  any  label 
borne  on  each  or  any  of  the  cans  containing  the  article. 

On  December  14,  1920,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on 
behalf  of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

G73.  Adnlteration  and  misbranding  of  "  Milton.'*  U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  10,500 
bottles  of  "  Milton."  Default  decre  of  condemnation,  forfeiture, 
and  destruction.    (I.  &  F.  No.  986.    S.  No.  99.) 

On  December  22,  1920,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Northern  District 
of  Illinois,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  a  libel  praying  condemnation 
and  forfeiture  of  10,500  bottles  of  "  Milton."  It  was  alleged  in  the  libel  that 
the  article  was  contained  in  bottles,  that  it  had  been  shipped  beween  the  dates 
April  8,  1920,  and  July  15,  1920,  by  Alex.  D.  Shaw  &  Company,  New  York,  N.  Y., 
from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  Illinois,  and  that  having  been  so 
transported,  it  remained  unsold  in  the  original  unbroken  packages  at  Chicago, 
111.,  and  that  it  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  and  fungicide 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  libel  for  the  reason  that  the 
statement  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  bottles 
containing  the  article,  to  wit,  "  Sodium  Hypochlorite  2.37c,  purported  and  pro- 
fessed that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said  article  were  such  that  it  con- 
tained sodium  hypochlorite  in  the  proportion  of  2.3  per  centum,  whereas  the 
strength  and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard 
and  quality  in  that  it  contained  sodium  hypochlorite  in  a  proportion  much  less 
than  2.3  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  certain  statements  regarding  the 
article,  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  and  contained  in  each  of  the 
booklets  allixed  to  each  of  the  bottles  containing  the  article,  to  wit :  u  Sodium  Hy- 
pochlorite 2.3%.  *  *  *  For  Drinking  Water  4  Drops  in  1  Quart.  For  Mouth- 
wash, Gargle,  etc.  }  Teaspoon  in  1  Tumbler.   For  Dentrifrice  and  False  Teeth  \ 
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Teaspoon  in  1  Tumbler.  *  *  *  For  Air  Cleansing  1  Tablespoon  in  1  Tumbler. 
*  *  *  For  Fly  deposit,  1  tablespoon  in  1  Tumbler.  For  Body  Vermin  Full 
Strength.  For  Bed-bugs  Equal  Parts  or  Full  Strength.  *  *  *  For  Bad 
Smells  2  Tablespoons  in  1  pint. 

"  Milton  has  none  of  the  corrosive  or  caustic  properties  of  acids  or  alkalies, 
hut  it  embodies  in  a  safe  and  stable  form  one  of  the  most  active  and  useful 
agents  known  to  science.  It  is  manufactured  under  the  supervision  of  a  staff  of 
well-known  chemists  and  bacteriologists.  *  *  *  An  even  more  surprising 
feature  of  this  valuable  product  is  that,  although  it  is  one  of  the  most  efficient 
and  active  deodorizers  known  to  science,  although  it  will  destroy  many  kinds 
of  vermin,  and  is  a  powerful  disinfecting  and  antiseptic  agent  for  the  destruc- 
tion of  bacteria  and  the  germ  of  disease,  yet  it  is  entirely  harmless  to  man- 
kind.   *    *  * 

"  1.  As  a  Gargle ;  Milton  when  used  as  a  gargle  will  effectively  destroy  the 
disease  germs  present  in  the  saliva  and  other  fluids  of  the  throat    *    *  *. 

"  Use  Milton  as  a  gargle,  £  to  1  teaspoonful  of  Milton  to  a  tumbler  of  tepid 
water. 

"  2.  As  a  Nasal  Douche  or  Spray ;  *  *  *  Use  |  tol  teaspoonful  of  Milton 
in  a  glass  of  slightly  tepid  or  warm  water,    *    *  *. 

"  Note : — The  conscientious  use  of  Milton  as  a  nasal  spray  and  gargle  after 
exposure  to  contagion  such  as  frequently  occurs  in  crowded,  poorly  ventilated 
cars,  theatres,  etc.,  is  an  excellent  precautionary  measure  and  one  which  should 
not  be  neglected. 

"  3.  As  a  Mouthwash  and  Dentifrice :  *  *  *  It  is  an  excellent  cleanser, 
removing  and  disinfecting  minute  deposits  of  food  and  other  decaying  material 
which  can  not  be  reached  by  the  toothbrush.  It  will  clean  pus  pockets,  *  *  * 
A  weak  solution  of  Milton  (about  \  teaspoonful  to  a  tumbler  of  cold  or  tepid 
water,  not  hot)  should  be  used  at  least  twice  daily. 

"  5.  Disinfecting  Toothbrushes  :  *  *  *  Milton  does  not  injure  the  bristles, 
but  it  kills  the  germs  they  always  contain.  After  cleaning  the  teeth  with  a  solu- 
tion of  Milton  (see  No.  3)  soak  the  brush  for  10  minutes,  or  longer,  in  a  glass 
of  cold  water  to  which  a  teaspoonful  of  Milton  has  been  added. 

"  7.  Application  to  Cuts,  Wounds  and  Abrasions :  Milton  should  be  used 
immediately  upon  all  cuts,  wounds,  or  abrasions.  It  will  cleanse  and  disinfect 
the  wound,  prevent  dangerous  infections  and  help  nature  heal.  In  ordinary 
cases  use  1  teaspoonful  Milton  to  a  tumbler  of  cold  or  tepid  water.  Wash 
freely,    *    *  *. 

"  9.  Insect  Bites  and  Stings :  The  exceptional  soothing  qualities  of  Milton 
will  be  noted  at  once.  Apply  Milton  full  strength.  For  babies,  use  Milton  in 
the  proportion  of  1  teaspoonful  of  Milton  to  1  tablespoonful  of  tepid  water. 
Apply  to  the  parts  affected,  allowing  the  fluid  to  dry  upon  the  skin.  Repeat  the 
application  as  often  as  desired.  If  the  skin  is  broken  through  scratching,  Milton 
will  soothe  and  greatly  aid  in  healing,  although  it  may  smart  the  wound 
slightly. 

"11.  Hands — Disinfecting:  A  solution  of  1  in  40  (a  tablespoonful  of  Milton 
to  a  pint  of  water)  will  effectively  disinfect  the  hands.  It  may  be  used  with 
soap  if  desired.  Even  at  full  strength  and  used  constantly,  Milton  will  not 
injure  or  roughen  the  hands. 

"  12.  Baths :  Milton  makes  the  bath  specially  refreshing  and  invigorating  for 
both  adults  and  infants.  It  is  soothing  to  any  rash  or  skin  irritation,  and  is  a 
splendid  safeguard  in  Baby's  bath.  Add  3  to  4  tablespoonfuls  to  an  ordinary 
bath  of  water.  In  case  of  stubborn  skin  troubles,  add  about  \  pint  Milton  to 
3  gallons  of  water,  or  proportionately. 
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"  22.  For  Drinking  Water :  Milton  will  quickly  and  effectively  disinfect  drink- 
ing water  and  render  it  safe  without  adding  any  perceptible  taste  or  smell. 
*  *  *  If  very  quick  action  is  desired,  Milton  must  be  used  at  greater  strength 
than  if  the  water  be  allowed  to  stand,  but  care  must  be  taken  not  to  use  it  too 
strong,  as  a  slight  taste  and  smell  might  be  perceptible.  For  ordinary  water, 
1  pint  Milton  to  5,000  parts  water  is  quite  sufficient  (say  4  to  5  drops  in  1 
quart).  One  drop  of  Milton  in  a  tumbler  of  strange  water  while  travelling, 
will  render  the  water  safe.  For  badly  polluted  water,  1  part  Milton  to  1,000 
parts  cold  water  could  be  used.  The  water  should  be  stirred  so  as  to  allow 
the  Milton  to  act  on  all  parts. 

"  23.  Water  Tanks,  Rain  Barrels,  Etc. :  Milton  is  excellent  for  cleansing 
water  tanks,  rain  barrels,  etc.,  keeping  them  fresh  and  sweet  and  disinfecting 
the  water  for  either  human  or  animal  use.  *  *  *  Where  it  is  desired  to 
disinfect  or  deodorize  water  for  drinking  purposes,  add  \  to  1  teaspoonful  to 
eight  gallons  of  water. 

"  24.  Feeding  Bottles — Cleansing  and  Disinfecting :  Note  the  directions  under 
No.  25.  Use  3  teaspoonfuls  of  Milton  to  1  pint  of  water.  Milton  not  only  is  a 
powerful  germicide  thus  disinfecting  and  rendering  safe  the  feeding  bottles,  but 
it  also  is  of  itself  an  active  cleansing  agent.  Dirty  bottles  should  be  first 
washed  with  Milton  and  then  rinsed  in  a  fresh  solution  of  Milton  in  order  to 
insure  thorough  disinfection.  In  cases  of  bottles  which  are  extremely  dirty, 
it  is  advisable  to  cleanse  them  with  hot  water  and  soap  before  using  Milton. 
After  disinfecting  with  Milton,  no  further  washing  should  be  allowed,  as  ordi- 
nary water  may  contain  dangerous  bacteria.  Milton  does  not  add  any  taste  or 
smell,  or  impart  any  injurious  properties  to  the  milk. 

"  25.  For  Milk  Bottles,  Other  Containers  and  Apparatus :  *  *  *  Milton  is 
ideal  for  disinfecting  and  cleansing  all  receptacles  and  apparatus  in  which  milk 
is  used.  In  the  case  of  dirty  bottles,  however,  a  second  rinsing  with  Milton 
should  be  given  to  insure  thorough  disinfection.  In  the  case  of  extremely  dirty 
bottles,  it  is  desirable  to  first  wash  the  bottles  with  hot  water  and  soap.  Milton 
has  a  better  effect  if  used  with  water  not  very  hot,  and  the  solution  should  be 
used  within  a  few  minutes  after  being  mixed.  For  milk  bottles  or  bowls  use 
1  part  Milton  to  60  parts  water  (1  teaspoonful  Milton  to  each  \  pint  water,  or 
in  proportion).    *    *  * 

"  26.  For  Dairies :  Milton  has  innumerable  uses  in  a  properly-kept  dairy. 
For  cleansing  and  effectively  disinfecting  milk  cans  and  bowls,  milk  bottles, 
milk  pails,  separators  and  churns,  see  Directions  under  No.  25.  For  removing 
stains  from  basins,  strainers,  etc.,  see  Directions  under  No.  30  (b)  and  (d). 
For  tiled  floors,  see  Directions  under  No.  30  (e),  and  for  board  floors,  shelves, 
etc.,  see  Directions  under  No.  31.  If  cockroaches  or  certain  other  vermin  appear, 
see  Directions  No.  33;  for  bad  smells,  see  Directions  under  No.  36.  The  use  of 
Milton  in  cleansing  and  thoroughly  disinfecting  pans,  bowls,  separators,  churns, 
bottles,  shelves,  floors,  in  a  dairy  as  directed  adds  no  taste  or  smell  to  the  milk 
or  butter  and  can  not  possibly  do  any  harm.  Milton  is  in  every  way  an  ideal 
cleansing,  disinfecting  and  deordorizing  fluid  for  dairy  purposes. 

"32.  Flies:  Flies  carry  bacteria  on  feet  and  legs  and  also  disseminate  disease 
through  their  droppings.  They  breed  in  and  infest  masses  of  filthy  and  de- 
composing materials.  A  thorough  use  of  Milton  in  all  places  where  flies  may 
gain  access  prevents  the  development  of  their  breeding  places.  The  treatment 
of  manure  piles,  garbage  receptacles,  earth  closets,  living  rooms,  bed  rooms,  etc., 
with  Milton  will  aid  materially  in  eliminating  the  flies  and  will  prevent  their 
carrying  infection.  To  prevent  the  breeding  of  flies,  thoroughly  soak  all  piles  of 
manure,  garbage,  etc.,  with  a  mixture  of  1  part  Milton  to  10  parts  water  (2 
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tumblers  Milton  to  each  gallon  of  cold  water)  and  use  in  sufficient  quantity  to 
permit  of  its  soaking  down  several  inches. 

"  34.  Bed-Bugs  :  These  noxious  and  disgusting  pests  are  known  to  disseminate 
disease,  and  are  admitted  to  be  the  hardest  vermin  to  eradicate.  Milton  kills 
them  like  magic.  Use  a  spray ;  any  form  of  garden  spray  or  toilet  spray  is  suit- 
able. Use  4  tablespoonfuls  of  Milton  to  each  pint  of  cold  water,  or  in  proportion. 
Spray  freely,  getting  the  mixture  into  the  cracks  and  crevices,  behind  wain- 
scoting and  loose  wallpaper,  in  the  joints  of  beds,  and  such  places  where  the 
bugs  hide  and  deposit  their  larvae.  Be  careful  not  to  let  Milton  come  in 
contact  with  varnished  surface  or  colored  wallpaper,  see  No.  30  (g)  and 
31.  The  first  treatment  may  not  reach  some  of  the  eggs  which  will  hatch  out 
in  due  course.  Therefore,  careful  and  regular  treatment  daily  for  a  week 
is  desirable  to  insure  complete  success. 

"  35.  For  Toilets,  Urinals,  Bedpans,  Etc.  Milton  is  used  for  this  purpose.  It 
is  a  strong  and  powerful  germicide.  *  *  *  Milton  should  be  used  freely 
where  it  is  desired  to  deoderize  feces  and  urine*.  Thorough  saturation  with 
Milton  is  essential.  A  dilution  of  1  in  16  (a  Tablespoonful  to  a  tumbler  of 
water)  is  usually  sufficient  to  remove  all  offensive  oders  from  such  materials. 
A  tablespoonful  of  Milton  added  to  the  water  in  the  bowl  of  the  toilet  will 
act  as  an  efficient  deodorant. 

"  36.  As  a  Deodorant :  Milton  is  a  thoroughly  efficient  deodorant.  It  does  not 
deodorize  by  replacing  a  bad  smell  with  a  stronger  smell ;  it  destroys  practically 
all  bad  smells  completely,  leaving  behind  it  no  smell  at  all.  It  is  essential  that 
Milton  should  come  into  direct  contact  with  the  cause  of  the  odor.  Earth 
closets,  dust-bins,  garbage  cans,  lavatories,  urinals,  etc.,  may  be  efficiently 
treated  with  Milton.  For  ordinary  purposes  use  Milton  in  the  proportion  of 
2  tablespoonfuls  of  Milton  to  a  pint  of  cold  water',  using  the  mixture  freely. 
For  earth  closets  use  1  part  Milton  to  4  parts  water.  It  is  essential  to  see 
that  the  entire  surface  of  the  material  to  be  deodorized  is  thoroughly  moistened 
with  the  mixture. 

"  40.  Wounds  and  Infected  Sores  in  Animals :  Use  Milton  at  dilution  of 
1  part  Milton  to  40  parts  water.  (1  tablespoonful  Milton  to  each  pint  water). 
Use  Cold,  tepid  or  slightly  warm  water,  not  hot  water.  Mix  freshly  for  each 
application,  and  apply  freely.  Milton  may  be  used  much  stronger  in  special 
cases,  if  not  too  irritant  to  the  wound.  Do  not  use  except  at  weak  dilutions 
around  the  eyes  of  an  animal. 

"  42.  For  Stables,  Cow-Barns,  Kennels,  Poultry  Houses,  Etc.  Milton  is  of 
great  value  in  stables,  cow-barns,  kennels,  poultry  houses,  etc.,  for  eradicating 
certain  forms  of  vermin  and  for  cleansing  and  disinfecting.  A  thorough  use 
of  Milton  in  such  places  is  essential  to  proper  sanitation  and  an  excellent 
precaution  against  epidemics  among  the  animals  or  fowls.  In  applying  Milton, 
the  quarters  should  first  be  cleansed  in  the  ordinary  way  and  then  sprayed 
or  sprinkled  with  Milton  *  *  *  Use  in  proportion  of  1  part  Milton  to  25 
parts  water  (3  tablespoonfuls  to  one  quart  of  water) ,"  were  false  and  misleading, 
and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so 
as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented  that  the  said 
article  contained  2.3  per  centum  sodium  hypochlorite  and  that  it  embodied  in 
stable  form  an  agent  or  one  substance  that  was  the  most  active  and  useful 
bactericidal  and  disinfecting  agent  or  substance  known  to  science,  that  it 
would  be  a  powerful  disinfecting  agent  and  would  be  practicable  and  effective 
for  destroying  all  bacteria  and  the  germs  of  all  kinds  of  disease,  whereas,  in 
fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained  sodium  hypochlorite  in  a  propor- 
tion much  less  than  2.3  per  centum,  and  it  did  not  embody  in  stable  form  an 
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agent  or  one  substance  that  was  the  most  active  of  useful  bactericidal  or 
disinfecting  agents  or  substances  known  to  science,  and  it  would  not  be  a 
powerful  disinfecting  agent  and  would  not  be  practicable  or  effective  for  destroy- 
ing all  bacteria  or  the  germs  of  all  kinds  of  diseases.  Misbranding  was  alleged 
for  the  further  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements  were  false  and  mis- 
leading, and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the  article  was  labeled  and 
branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in  that  they  represented 
that  the  article,  when  applied  in  the  method  and  manner  and  in  the  strength 
and  proportion  as  directed  by  the  said  statements  would  disinfect  water  for 
drinking  purposes,  would  disinfect  the  mouth  and  throat,  would  disinfect  the 
teeth  and  mouth  and  false  teeth,  would  cleanse  and  purify  the  air,  would  be 
effective  against  all  deposits  of  flies,  would  be  effective  in  preventing  and  de- 
stroying all  body  vermin,  bedbugs,  and  all  bad  smells,  would  be  effective  for 
destroying  all  kinds  of  disease  germs  present  in  the  saliva  and  other  fluids  of 
the  throat,  would  be  effective  against  all  kinds  of  contagious  diseases  that  enter 
through  the  nose  or  mouth,  would  disinfect  minute  deposits  of  food  and  other 
decaying  material  in  the  mouth  and  would  cleanse  pus  pockets  in  the  mouth, 
would  disinfect  toothbrushes  and  would  kill  all  kinds  of  germs  on  the  bristles 
thereof,  would  disinfect  cuts,  wounds,  and  abrasions  and  would  prevent  all 
dangerous  infection  of  said  cuts,  wounds  and  abrasions,  would  be  effective  in  the 
treatment  of  all  insect  bites  and  stings,  would  effectively  disinfect  the  hands, 
would  be  soothing  in  all  cases  of  rash  or  skin  irritation  and  would  be  an 
effective  remedy  in  the  treatment  of  all  cases  of  stubborn  skin  trouble,  would 
disinfect  and  render  safe  water  for  drinking  purposes,  would  disinfect  feeding 
bottles,  would  disinfect  milk  bottles  and  milk  bowls  and  be  effective  in  pre- 
venting and  destroying  all  bad  smells  in  dairies,  that  when  used  and  applied 
on  and  in  manure  piles,  garbage  receptacles,  earth  closets,  living  rooms,  bed- 
rooms and  other  matters,  receptacles,  or  places  where  flies  may  gain  access, 
it  would  prevent  the  breeding  of  flies  thereon,  and  therein,  would  be  effective 
in  preventing  and  killing  bedbugs,  would  be  an  efficient  germicide  and  disin- 
fectant for  toilets,  urinals  and  bedpans,  would  completely  destroy  practically 
all  bad  smells,  would  be  effective  in  the  treatment  of  wounds  and  infected  sores 
in  animals  and  would  disinfect  stables,  cow  barns,  kennels,  and  poultry  houses, 
and  prevent  epidemics  of  diseases  among  the  animals  or  fowls  which  use  or 
occupy  the  said  enclosures,  whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  it  would  not. 

On  May  20,  1921,  no  claimant  having  appeared  for  the  property,  judgment 
of  condemnation  and  forfeiture  was  entered,  and  it  was  ordered  by  the  court 
that  the  product  should  be  destroyed  by  the  United  States  marshal. 

E.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

674.  Adulteration   and   misbranding:   of   Paris    Green.      U.    S.     •     *      •  v. 

Bristol-Myers    Co.,   a    corporation.      Plea    of    guilty.      Fine  $2. 

(I.  &  P.  No.  1015.    Dom.  No.  15392  ) 

At  the  May,  1921,  term  of  the  United  States  District  Court  within  and  for 
the  Southern  District  of  New  York,  the  United  States  attorney  for  said  dis- 
trict, acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the  district 
court  aforesaid  an  information  against  the  Bristol-Myers  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion, New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging  shipment  by  said  company  in  violation  of  the 
Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or  about  January  29,  1920,  from  the  State  of  New 
York  into  the  State  of  Virginia  of  a  quantity  of  "  Hillside  Brand  Paris  Green  " 
which  was  an  adulterated  and  misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of 
said  act. 
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Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  the  information  for  the  reason 
that  a  substance  other  than  Paris  green,  to  wit,  sodium  sulphate,  had  been 
mixed  and  packed  therewith  so  as  to  reduce,  lower,  and  injuriously  affect  its 
quality  and  strength. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  statement,  to  wit,  "  Paris 
Green,"  borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  packages 
containing  the  article,  was  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said 
statement  the  article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead 
the  purchaser  in  that  the  said  statement  represented  that  the  quantities  and 
proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the  said  article 
were  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances  and  ingredients  con- 
tained in  the  article  sold  and  recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  quantities  and  proportions  of  the  substances 
and  ingredients  contained  in  the  said  article  were  not  the  quantities  and  pro- 
portions of  the  substances  and  ingredients  contained  in  the  article  sold  and 
recognized  in  commerce  as  pure  Paris  green,  but  the  said  article  did  contain  an 
excess  of  sodium  sulphate. 

On  May  31,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  company,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $2. 

E.  D.  Ball, 

Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 

675.  Adulteration  and   misbranding?   of  "  Royal  Rat  and  Roach  Paste." 

U.  S.  *  *  *  v.  Royal  Exterminating;  Products,  Inc.,  a  cor- 
poration. Plea  of  guilty.  Fine  $25.  (I.  &  P.  No.  1026.  Dom.  No. 
15986.) 

On  June  3,  1921,  the  United  States  attorney  for  the  Southern  District  of 
New  York,  acting  upon  a  report  by  the  Secretary  of  Agriculture,  filed  in  the 
District  Court  of  the  United  States  for  said  district  an  information  against  the 
Royal  Exterminating  Products,  Inc.,  a  corporation,  New  York,  N.  Y.,  alleging 
shipment  by  said  company  in  violation  of  the  Insecticide  Act  of  1910,  on  or 
about  July  15,  1920,  from  the  State  of  New  York  into  the  State  of  New  Jersey, 
of  a  quantity  of  "  Royal  Rat  and  Roach  Paste  "  which  was  an  adulterated  and 
misbranded  insecticide  within  the  meaning  of  said  act. 

Adulteration  of  the  article  was  alleged  in  substance  in  the  information  for  the 
reason  that  the  statements,  to  wit,  "  Phosphorus  2%,  Inert  Ingredients  98%," 
borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  tubes  containing 
the  article,  purported  and  professed  that  the  standard  and  quality  of  the  said 
article  were  such  that  it  contained  phosphorus,  which  substance  is  effective 
in  preventing,  destroying,  repelling,  and  mitigating  certain  insects,  to  wit, 
roaches  and  water  bugs,  in  the  proportion  of  2  per  centum,  and  inert  in- 
gredients, that  is  to  say,  substances  that  are  not  effective  in  preventing,  de- 
stroying, repelling,  or  mitigating  certain  insects,  to  wit,  roaches  and  water 
bugs,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  98  per  centum,  whereas  the  strength 
and  purity  of  the  said  article  fell  below  the  said  professed  standard  and 
quality  under  which  it  was  sold  in  that,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  article  con- 
tained phosphorus  in  a  proportion  less  than  2  per  centum  and  inert  substances 
or  ingredients  in  a  proportion  greater  than  98  per  centum. 

Misbranding  was  alleged  for  the  reason  that  the  above-quoted  statements, 
borne  and  printed  on  each  of  the  labels  affixed  to  each  of  the  tubes  containing 
the  article,  were  false  and  misleading,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  statements  the 
article  was  labeled  and  branded  so  as  to  deceive  and  mislead  the  purchaser  in 
that  they  represented  and  professed  that  the  said  article  contained  phosphorus 
in  the  proportion  of  2  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients,  that  is  to  say,  sub- 
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stances  that  do  not  prevent,  destroy,  repel,  or  mitigate  certain  insects,  to  wit, 
roaches  and  water  bugs,  in  the  proportion  of  not  more  than  98  per  centum, 
whereas,  in  fact  and  in  truth,  the  said  article  contained  phosphorus  in  a  pro- 
portion less  than  2  per  centum  and  inert  ingredients  or  substances  in  a  pro- 
portion greater  than  98  per  centum. 

On  July  18,  1921,  a  plea  of  guilty  to  the  information  was  entered  on  behalf 
of  the  defendant  comDany,  and  the  court  imposed  a  fine  of  $25. 

K.  D.  Ball, 
Acting  Secretary  of  Agriculture. 
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